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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL 


House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC, December 13, 2000. 

Hon. J. Dennis Hastert, 

Speaker of the House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

Dear Mr. Speaker: By direction of the Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform, I submit herewith the committee’s tenth report to 
the 106th Congress. 

Dan Burton, 

Chairman. 

On) 
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Mr. Burton, from the Committee on Government Reform 
submitted the following 

TENTH REPORT 

On October 19, 2000, the Committee on Government Reform ap- 
proved and adopted a report entitled, "Janet Reno’s Stewardship of 
the Justice Department: A Failure to Serve the Ends of Justice.” 
The chairman was directed to transmit a copy to the Speaker of the 
House. 


( 637 ) 
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ONE HUNDRED FIFTH CONGRESS 

Congress of ttje tMniteb Stated 

$)ouSf of IReprratntatibrt 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM ANO OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 

January 8, 1997 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House 
of Representatives, the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight is conducting an investigation into questionable 
fundraising activities and government actions involving Asian- 
Pacific policy. The Committee is reviewing actions of John Huang 
and his associates and the use of the Commerce Department 
resources in connection with any of these activities. The 
Committee is also reviewing the activities of former Commerce 
Secretary Ron Brown and his role in Asian-Pacific policy. 

As part of this investigation, the Committee is seeking all 
documents related to the 1993-1994 Justice Department 
investigation into allegations of improper actions by Secretary 
Brown in connection with the lifting of the Vietnamese trade 
embargo. These documents include, but are not limited to, all 
allegations by Ly Thanh Binh. This case was reportedly closed by 
the Justice Department in 1994 . 

My staff informed the DOJ Congressional Affairs office that 
these documents would be sought several weeks ago. Today my 
staff spoke with Ann Harkins in the Congressional Affairs office 
who informed us that we would receive a response on our document 
request by Tuesday, January 14, 1997. Thank you for your prompt 
attention to this matter. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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Congress of tfje »nitcb States 

graft of atprtftrtatibtf 

COMMITTEE ON QOVERNM0IT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bimlomo 
Wacmmotom. OC 20615-0143 
(2«9a5-6074 

January 10, 1997 


Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
10th and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 

Today, the New York T m»g« printed an wtegrpt nf ■ IVwntAgr 71 1996, telephon e 
conversation involving the leadership of the Home of Representatives. The article provides m 
pertinent pact that: “The call was taped by people in Florida who were unsympathetic to Mr. 
Gingrich and heard it on a police scanner that happened to pick up the cell phone transmissions 
ofane of the participants. It was given ton Democrat CongiessaMn, who made the tape 
available to The New York Tima-" 

The conduct des cri bed in the article may have violated the privacy rig h ts of several 
Members of Congress and could potentially constitute a violation of the w Wiretap Act," It 
U.S.C. sec. 25 10 et seq., which makes it a crime lo 

(IJntentioneily intercept!]. endeavorQ to inlacepc, or piocuraQ any other person to 
interc e pt or endeavor to intercept, any wire, ora l , or clc c tioni c commu ni c a tion . .. 

18 U.S.C sec. 25U(lXa); ml to 

P^rtenthmally discloseO. or eitdenvorQ to disdoae, to any other penon the 
co n t e n ts of any wire, oral, or ele ctron i c co munmi cs fi o n , knowing or having 
reason to know that die information was obtained through the int ercepti on of a 
wire, oral, or electronic communication in violation of the [Wiretap ActJ. 

18 U.S.C sec. 251 l(lXc). 

1 am deeply conocrned about the certainly ua pprop ria tc and potentially illegal activity 
conducted hy the individual or individuals who recorded and disseminated the telephone 
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conversation and the conduct of the unnamed Democrat Congressman, who used the 
conversation for political purposes. I hope you share my outrage at this egregious invasion of 
privacy. ' 

Invasion of privacy is a serious matter and should be treated as such. Millions of 
Americans use cellular phones for both business and personal conversations and should be able 
to expect some degree of privacy. I ask that you review this matter immediately. Also, please 
give me your opinion as to whether this type of activity is a violation of the Wiretap Act's intent 
if not the letter of the law and what changes in the law should be made to protect the American 
people. Thank you for your cooperation. 1 look forward to hearing from you concerning this 
matter. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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Congress of tfje ttmtefa Stated 


COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2187 Ravuhn Home O mcg B maw 
Wmhmoton. DC 20615-8143 
(202)228-8074 

Jammy 20, 1997 


VIAFAXQ(B)5L4-43Z1 
Hie Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United States 
De partmen t of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: The Riady family and the Lippo Group 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of R ep r es ent a tives, the 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is conducting an investigation into foreign 
contributions to the De m o crati c National Committee (“DNC”), other alleged campaign fundraising 
abuses, questionable contributions made to the Presidential Legal Expense Trust md/or the legal 
defense funds of administration officials, political activities of agency officials, misuse of agency 
resources, and any rotated matters arising out of these areas. As pert of this investigation, the 
Co mmi tte e requests the following: 


(1) For die purposes of this request, the word "record* or "records" shall include, but shall 
not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any Hem whether written, typed, 
printed, recorded, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically portrayed, video or audio taped, 
however produced or re p ro d u ced, and includes, but is not limited to, any writing, re prod u ction, 
transcription, photograph, or video or audio recordmg, produced or stored m any fashion, including 
any and all c omputer entries, memoranda, diaries, phone bills, telephone logs, telephone message 
slips, tapes, notes, talking points, letters, journal entries, reports, studies, drawings, calendars, 
manuals, press releases, opinions, documents, analyses, messages, summaries, bulletins, disks, 
briefing materials and notes, cover sheets or routing cover sheets or any other machine readable 
material ofiy sort whether prqnred by cuncnt or f anner em p loyees, agents, co n su lt ants or by toy 
non-em p ioye e without imitaiion. "Record” shall also include redacted nd unredacted versions of 
the same record. 

(2) For prapooes of this request, the terms "refer or "relate" and "coaoemmg” as to apy given 
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Page 2 

subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals with, or is 
in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to records concerning 
the preparation of other records. 

(3) For purposes of this request any records requested includes all records which you have 
in your physical possession as well as any records to which you have access, any records which were 
formerly in yam possession, or which you have put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your 
behalf. Unless a time period is specifically identified, die request includes all documents to the 
present 


Requested Items 

1. All records relating to any closed criminal investigation of former DNC and 
Commerce Department Official John Huang, Mochtar Riady, James Riady, any 

- member of die Riady family, die Lippo Group, any affiliate of die Lippo Group, 
and/or Yah Lin “Charles” Trie conducted by die Los Angeles Bureau of the FBI, any 
other bureau of the FBI, and/or the Department of Justice. 

2. All records relating to contacts and/or meetings between any former or present 
Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) employee, including but not limited 
to regulator Kent Quincy, and Department of Justice employees regarding John 
Huang, Mochtar Riady, James Riady, any member of the Riady family, the Lippo 
Group, any affiliate of the Lippo Group, and/or Yah Lin “Charles” Trie for die period 
Jan 1993-Present 

In addition, please notify the Committee of any ongoing criminal investigations being 
conducted by the Los Angeles Bureau of the FBI, any other bureau of die FBI, and/or die 
Department of Justice of John Huang, Mochtar Riady, James Riady, any member of die Riady 
family, the Lippo Group, any affiliate of the Lippo Group. 

Please produce the requested items to the Committee by Wednesday, February 5, 1997. 
Also, please provide document logs which indicate each document’s Bates number, author, 
description, and source file. If you have any questions, please contact Investigative Counsel Tim 
Griffin at 225-5074. 



cc. The Honorable Henry Waxman 


Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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JMIH 1^:1 6 PtO.Ul/ K.U^f 


Congress of die Timed States 


Book of Kqnucnattoo 

Startup*. BC 21515-1222 

January 22, 1997 


The Hoomable Ionia J. Freeh 
Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Ninth Street and Pennsylvania Aue., K. W. 

V^^obD.C 20535 

Dear . Director Freeh: 

Slope October of 1996 1 have been trying to acquire documents and other information on the 
activities of Mr. John Huang in the D epar tm en t of Commerce. Mr. Huang served as a political 
appointee ( Principal Deputy Assistant Secretary for International Economic Policy, 
International Trade Administration, DOC). On January 17, 1 finally received documents which 
raise serious questions about compromising the vital e con om ic and national security Interests of 
die United States, questions which only the FBI is equipped to investigate. 

In a January 9, 1997 letter to President Clinton 1 noted that considering possible evidence Mr. 
Huang (fid not set aside his loyalties to Lippo Group when he joined Commerce, Congress would 
be derelict in its duties if it did not insist on proof that the national security and economic 
interests of tbs United Stales were not compromised. 

The documents received January 17 (but only after repeated requests) combined with previously 
acquired information, leave me with no choice but to request an immediate FBI investigation 
focusing on, at a minimum, economic espionage against the United States by a foreign 
corporation having (firect tics to The People's Republic of China. I am not accusing Mr. Huang 
of criminal activity but offer the following facts for your Bureau's investigation : 

• la a December 9, 1996 memo attached to Mr.Huang*s PERSONNEL SECURITY CLEARANCE 
NOTIFICATION, in JTA security officer explained in a response to a request that Mr. Huang 
retain his Top Secret clearance upon leaving DOC, that 41 DOC does not issue clearances for 
non-employees.** However, on Jammy Jl, 1994, five month* before non-government employee 
John Huang joined DOC, and while still associated with Lippo, be was gr an t e d an interim Top 
Secret clearance. During that period, Mr. Huang received an $679,000 severance package 
from Lippo. 

• Mr. Huang left DOC on January 17, 1996. The Defease Industrial Security Clearance Office 
(DISCO) disclosed that a “ Consultant Top Secret” clearance was issued to John Huang cm 
December 12, 1995 aad was vatid at least until December 9, 1996. John Hoang was Vice- 
Chairmen of the DNC finance Committee until November 15, 1996. 


new* 
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• Jota Hung's SFI71, Declaration of Appointed Standard Form 52, Personal Security Clearance 

Change Notification, Df SCO FM 360 (R4) 92 SEP Loner of Consent, and Passport Application 
are all signed by Mr. Husng liiesting to Ms date of birth « April 14, 1945, and his blrtiqjlaoe is 
lined as Fukien Fujian, Chinn. However, on John Huang's VISA Application Form for THE 
PEOPLES REPUBLIC OF CHINA on May 16, 1995, be signed a statement: 44 1 guarantee dmt 
die statement given above is true end correct," gave his date offcMi as April 14, 1941, and stated 
*N/A “ to the question “ Relatives or friends ia China, if any.** On May 15, 1995 he signed a 
VISA application for The Republic ofKorea audited his date of bhth as April 14, 1941 and 
signed a statement ** I declare that the stat em ents made in this application are true aid correct to 
the be* of my knowledge and belief; ... "Mr. Huang traveled to the* PRC and Korea hi June of 
1995. 

• On Jammy 27, 1995, Mr. Huang wrote a memo to Mr, David Rothkopf refhmqg to MsDtaft 
Ptopoaed Country Strategy for Taiwaa, a ohm-page document focusing on* a means of 
maxtmiiing opportunities fbr U.S. business in Taiwan's (toesric market , . < Mr. Huang's 
memo to Deputy Under Secretary Rothkopf stales: ** Anything we need to delay program whit 
Taiwan, we should do it ( to protect what vwe have accomplished so frr in China) ** 

• On a December 23. 1994 hand-written note( author unclear) supied to documents that 
apparently refer to a reception between U.S. and Armenian official* appears an arrow from the 

- name of John Huang to die phrase, "only been here a few months,” while the next line states, 
"Language translation capability Chinese, Russian. * John Huang’s SF 171 only states he is 
fluent in Chinese (Eve dialects). 

• Secretary Michael Kantor informed me in a letter dated January 13, 1997 that John Huang wss 
given a “ weekly intelligence briefing centered on the People's Republic of China . Any 
materials related to the briefing woe under the control of the Central fatoltigeoce Agency." 
Analysis of Mr. Huang's United States Government Appointment Book indicates Mr. Hoang 
received numerous classified briefings and analysis of his government phone records indicate 
Mr. Huang made numerous calls to LIPPO Bank. 

Mr. Director, any ot*oftbere facte wouMwanart a thorough Together, they 

represent a compelling need to protect the integrity of American ocooojnkandnariocalaeairfty. 
Tl^ Ha serious matter, Mr. Director, peihapatlmiimst serious since dm oMof dmCoM War. I 
pray history will record that neither Congress nor the FBI was lacking is due diligence. 

Sincerely^ y M 

TORALDB. SOLOMON 
Chairman, House Rules Committee 
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Congress of t[ie fflmteb fttates 

Hoiif if HcprurtiCiitfUti 

COMMTTTBE ON OOVBMMBfT REFORM AND OVERSIQHT 
tUnUnumHoUKOPROESUKOMO 
WmhwotokOC 80615-6143 


February 5, 1997 


VIA FAX (310) $14 t 1 1 17 

Doris Meissner, Commisskxier 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
7100 Okester Arthur Building 
425 1 Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20536 

Re: “A” files on James Riady, Mochtar Riady, Yah Lin "Charlie" Trie, 

Wang Jun, Soraya Wiriadinata, Arief Wiriadinata, Pauline Kanchanalak, 

Roger Tamraz. 

Dear Ms. Meissner 

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of R epresent atives, die 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is conducting an investigation into foreign 
contributions to the Democratic National Committee, other alleged campaign fundraising abuses, 
questionable contributions made to the Presidential Legal Expense Trust and/or the legal defense 
funds of administration officials, political activities of agency officials, misuse of agency 
reso ur ces, and any related matters arising out of these areas. As part of this investigation, the 
Committee is requesting the following materials. 

Please provide die Committee with a copy of die entire contents of the alien re gi strat io n 
or M A n files of the following individuals: James Riady, Mochtar Riady, Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie, 
Wang Jim, Soraya Wiriadinata, Arkf Wiriadinata, Pompimol Paxrichattkul aJca. Pauline 
Kanchanalak, and Roger Tamraz. 

The Committee is aware that die alien registration number, date of birth and poet of entry 
are necessary in order to access the complete files of the above individuals. As the Committee 
does not possess that information, please obtain die necessary information from INS records tor 
purposes of locating the above requested materials 
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Please produce the requested items to the Committee by Thursday, February 20, 1997. If 
you have any questions, please contact Investigative Counsel Tim Griffin at 225-5074. 



Chairman 


cc: William J. Carroll, District Director 
Arlington Office 
The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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Congress of tfje fflmtefc States 

S ►OBft ot Bcptttt ntttttu* 


COUMTTCE ON QOVBWMCNT REFORM AND OVERSOW 
21«7 fUvOUMN HOUtK OPFWE BuUMMI 
Wasnnoto*. DC 20519-6143 


February 23. 1997 


VIA FAX gflZIH 4-4371 
The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United States 
U.S. Depa rtmen t of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Information provided to the White House regarding the Chinese 

government and/or the Chinese Embassy and DNC fundraising 
matters and/or investigations of Clinton Admiitistiation officials 

Dear General Reno: 

I vim gravely con cer ned to have read the foMowing in yestcrdsy^s aMtipgt fl BLEag: 

"The White House, citing diplomatic and national security concern s, in reoem 
dgys sought information from the Justice Department on whether the Chinese 
government tried to illegally ftanel money to the DNC. After protracted 

negotiations designed to protect the integrity of the criminal investigation, the 
Jtsbce Department yesterday provided metrriah to the Write House counsel's 
office. A source familiar with thoae materials said yesterday they 4 sbod no light* 
on whether the Chinese govemamt, using the Chinese Embassy, attempted to 
dncct contributions to the Demo cr a ti c party.” 

Why is the Justice Deportment provufiog open case file in fo rmati o n to the White House 
*faen the nattre and extent of contacts between Clinton Adminirtation officials and fatejgp fund 
sources is not fully understood? The media reports have shown more tin* the possibility that 
Clinton Administration officials were involved in illegal DNC f u ndra isi ng activities. John 
Hong, a Ctimon appointee to the Commerce Department with penooal ties and frequent access 
to the President and high ranking While House officials urns reported lam week to have anr tripled 
to “launder” S250,000 to the DNC through an Asian- American group in return for a S45,000 
payment to the group. Mary^ Hay, bead of dm American- Asian Buwtess Rowidtattiemldt 
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reporter that John Huang wanted her partner to launder money from an unnamed Asian country. 
This is the same John Huang who obtained a top secret clearance while he was still employed by 
the Lippo Group and retained that clearance for over a year alter leaving the Commerce 
Department Mr. Huang frequently received classified briefings and continued to maintain 
contact with his former employer (Lippo Bank) and is reported to have visited the Chinese 
Embassy. 

Another Clinton appointee, Charles Trie, brought a top-level Chinese arms dealer, Wang 
Jim, to the White House for coffee with the President at a time his company was actively under 
investigation for a scheme to smuggle thousands of Chinese-made folly automatic AK47s into 
the United States. Mr. Trie provided over $600,000 in unverifiable contributions to the 
President’s Legal Expense Trust and reportedly now is somewhere in Asia. 

In addition, an editorial in today’s Washington Post notes, a group of six individuals 
described by National Security Council staff as "DNC donors,” consisted of at least four 
individuals who were “Communist Party big shots who work indirectly * but absolutely - for the 
People’s Republic of China.” These individuals met with and had their picture taken with the 
President The NSC staffers noted that these Chinese nationals were provided with access to the 
President because they were “major DNC contributors.” This information was widely reported 
in the newspapers over the past week. 

Finally, it is clear that the actions of many close friends and appointees of the President 
are attracting scrutiny from a variety of sources. The Justice Department’s investigation 
reportedly is in its early stages with many aspects of the matter still to be determined. Sharing of 
information with the White House is ill-advised at a time when the Justice Department has 
limited knowledge as to exactly who is involved in the matters under invesdgatioiL Certainly if 
the individuals at the Justice Department or any other agency or de par t m e nt who had this 
information thought there was a need for the White House to have this information for national 
security concerns they would have notified the White House on their own through the proper 
chain of command, independent of pressure from the White House Counsel’s office. 

It is imperative that the Justice Department immediately disclose who was involved at the 
White House and the Justice Department m these “protracted negotiations” that took all of one 
week. Who approved this action? It is such questionable actions that cause many in Congress, 
both Democrat and Republican, to call fix an Independent Counsel in this matter. 1 find it highly 
doubtful these doc um ent s would have been accessible to the White House if they had been in the 
hands of an Independent Counsel. 

. I would note that it was because of such collaboration and consufcation between the 
Justice Dep ar t men t and the White House during the Nixon Administration that the Senate Select 
Committee on Watergate recomm en ded Inde pen de nt Counsel legislation. As you may recall, 
during the initial investigation into the Watergate break in, then-Criminal Division Chief Henry 
Petersen kept the Nixon White House (both the Counsel * s office and the President) regularly 
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apprised of the Justice Department's progress. The Senate Committee s final report noted: 

Petersen's conduct raises a serious question as to whether high Department of 
Justice officials can effectively administer criminal justice where White House 
personnel, or the President himself are the subjects of the investigation. The 
conflict of interest is apparent and a committee recommendation deals directly 
with this issue. (SfiC Final Report of the Select Committee on Presidential 
Campaign Activities. United States Senate. June 1974. p. SO). 

It is also important to note that while the Justice Department's Public Integrity Section is 
investigating the DNC fundraising abuses, it is also investigating matters regarding James 
Wood's alleged fundraising activities at the American Institute in Taiwan. Furt h ermore. Public 
Integrity is investigating the matters related to the activities of former Commerce Department 
Secretary Ron Brown which were referred by the Independent Counsel last spring. These 
interrelated matters are all currently being handled by the Justice Department even though they 
potentially could involve high ranking Clinton Administration officials. 

In light of your recent disclosure of open case information to the White House and 
pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight, in conducting its investigation into the above referenced 
nutters requests that you produce the following records: 


Definitions .and Instructions 

(1) For the purposes of this request, the word "record” or "records” shall include, but shall 
not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, typed, 
printed, recorded, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically portrayed, video or audio 
taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not limited to, any writing, 
reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, produced or stored in any 
fashion, including any and all computer entries, memoranda, diaries, phone bills, telephone logs, 
telephone message slips, tapes, notes, talking points, letters, journal entries, reports, studies, 
drawings, calendars, manuals, press releases, opinions, documents, analyses, messages, 
summaries, bulletins, disks, briefing materials and notes, cover sheets or routing cover sheets or 
any other machine readable material of any sort whether pr e par e d by current or former 
employees, agents, consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" shall also 
include redacted and unredacted versions of the same record. 

(2) For purposes of this request, the terras "refer" or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 


3 
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(3) this request calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have 
put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present 

(4) The conjunctions “or” and M ancT are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this request the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this request shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made ^accessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any requested record, document data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost identify die requested records, documents, data or information 
and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the p re parer and signatory), general subject matter and indicated or known circulation. Abo, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of die claim of privilege. 

(I) This request is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced became it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 


Please provide the Committee with the following: 

1. All records provided to the White House relating to the Department of Justice's 
PNC fapdteabing investigation and/or the Chinrtr Embassy in t ercep t s . 

2. All records reflecting aqy contacts with the White House regarding negotiations 
over records turned over to the White House relatod to the Chinese Embassy 
intercepts and/or PNC fundraising. 

3. AU records ofJustice Department attorneys regarding negotiations with the White 
House over documents related to the Chinese Embassy intercepts and/or DNC 
fundraising. Identify afl individuals who vaere involved with these negotiations 
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with the White House and identify all White House staff who were consulted. 

Identify all agencies and/or departments notified and consulted about these 
negotiations and identify the individuals consulted at such agencies and/or 
departments. 

Please produce all records provided to the White House by 5 p.m. Tuesday, February 25, 
1997. Please produce all other items to the Committee by Friday, February 28, 1997. Also, 
please provide document logs which indicate each document's Bates number, author, description 
and source file. If you have any questions, please contact my Chief Counsel John P. Rowley in 
at 225-5074. 


Sincerely, 


a 

Dan Burton 
Chairman 



/. 


cc The Honorable Henry Waxman 


5 
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U. S. Department of Justice 


Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of At AMtafli Attorney Garni 


WasU*&m.D.C 20530 

February 25 , 1997 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing in response to your February 23 letter to the 
Attorney General requesting information by close of business today. 
In connection with that request, your letter alleges that the 
Department of Justice inappropriately disclosed "open case 
information" to the White House in the middle of an investigation 
into various allegations of campaign finance impropriety. This 
allegation is . unfounded. Rather, the Department has properly 
exercised its responsibility to provide intelligence information to 
officials responsible for national security and foreign policy 
while ensuring the integrity of ongoing criminal investigations. 

As I am sure you are aware, the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation is responsible for the domestic collection of foreign 
counterintelligence. While the precise magnitude of the program is 
classified, a substantial portion of the FBI's resources are 
devoted to the gathering, analysis, and dissemination to the 
national security community of intelligence regarding the 
activities of foreign governments and agents operating within the 
United States. Indeed, within the intelligence community, the FBI 
is the lead agency with the responsibility for doing so. 

In discharging its responsibility, the FBI routinely sends 
intelligence to the State Department, the National Security Council 
("NSC"), and members of the intelligence community. It provides 
this information so that officials of the United States government 
responsible for national security and foreign policy will have the 
information necessary to carry out their duties. The FBI also 
frequently provides reports and briefings to the Senate Select 
Committee on Intelligence ("SSCI") and the House Permanent 
Subcommittee on Intelligence ("HPSCI") on significant intelligence 
matters, as do the other intelligence agencies, such as the CIA and 
NSA, based on their own collections. 
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On’ February 12, media inquiries and reports suggested that the 
People's Republic of China ( H PRC H ) had developed a plan to 
influence the U.S. political process by a variety of means. In 
light of the Secretary of State's impending trip to China, White 
House Counsel Charles Ruff orally inquired whether the Department 
could provide any information, consistent with its law enforcement 
obligations and the integrity of ongoing investigations. On 
February 15, the Attorney General replied in a brief classified 
memorandum reiterating the contents of a briefing on intelligence 
matters that the FBI had provided to the NSC on June 3, 1996. She 
noted that the same information had been provided to the SSCI and 
the HPSCI during the same time period. 

By classified letter of February 18, White House Counsel 
Charles Ruff referred to the Department several questions from the 
NSC regarding the PRC's intentions and activities. Mr. Ruff made 
clear that the NSC did "not seek information that would, under any 
circumstances, adversely affect the conduct" of any investigation. 
He further stated the expectation that any information provided to 
the NSC would also be provided to the SSCI and the HPSCI. 

That the letter came from Mr. Ruff did not constitute 
"pressure from the White House Counsel's office," as your letter 
suggests. Rather, the letter came from the White House Counsel 
pursuant to an established protocol between the White House and the 
Justice Department requiring that the White House Counsel's office 
be the point of contact for matters that could potentially affect 
ongoing investigations. This procedure is designed to guard 
against any pressure or inappropriate requests for information. 

The Department's response ensured that there was no adverse 
impact on its investigation, while fulfilling its responsibility to 
provide the President and Secretary with the intelligence 
information necessary to their formulation of national security and 
foreign policy. With the approval of the Attorney General, the 
Director of the FBI, and the Criminal Division (which has 
responsibility for the campaign finance investigation) , the 
Department provided to the NSC copies of intelligence reports that 
were previously disseminated in accordance with procedures for 
classified intelligence reports. These classified.reports, as well 
as the classified correspondence between Mr. Ruff and the 
Department, have been made available to the Chairman and Vice- 
Chairman of the SSCI and to the Chairman and Ranking Member of the 
HPSCI . 

Contrary to the statement in your letter that it is "highly 
doubtful these documents would have been accessible to the White 
House if they had been in the hands of an Independent Counsel,” 
these documents are typical of ones circulated routinely in the 
intelligence community, as well as to the White House. Indeed, all 
of the documents provided to the White House, last week had been 
cleared for appropriate dissemination by the FBI,. CIA, or NSA to 
the White House prior to the .White. House -request — -and in some 
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cases , more than a year ago. Accordingly, the FBI and the Criminal 
Division agreed that it was appropriate to provide the reports to 
the White House in response to the NSC's request for information. 

In short, this Department did not disclose "open case 
information to the White House." To the contrary, while preserving 
the integrity of its ongoing investigation, the Department of 
Justice reiterated certain foreign counterintelligence information 
to the White House so that the President, the Secretary of State, 
and the National Security Advisor could make appropriate decisions 
regarding national security and foreign policy. 


Please let me know if the Department can be of any further 
assistance. 


n~" o 

/Pwrt nn* • 

Andrew Fois^ 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 


3 
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ONE HUNDRED HFTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfjc Hidteb &tateS 

fcoutt of Stprcf cntatitaf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Ravbunn House Office Biasing 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 
(202)225-5074 

March 4, 1997 


Y1A FAX (202) 324-6420 

Louis J. Freeh, Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

J. Edgar Hoover Building 

9th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20535 

Re: White House Request for Information Concerning the FBI’s Investigation of 
Campaign Fund-Raising Activities During the 1996 Presidential Campaign. 

Dear Director Freeh: 

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of R ep r es e n t at ives, the 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is conducting an investigation into foreign 
contributions to the Democratic National Committee, other alleged campaign fund-raising 
abuses, questionable contributions made to the Presidential Legal Expense Trust and/or the legal 
defense funds of administration officials, political activities of agency officials, misuse of agency 
resources, and any related matters arising out of these areas. As part of its investigation, die 
Committee requests die following: 


Definitions and lnstmctkms 

(1) For the purposes of this request, the word "record" or "records" dial! include, but shall 
not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, typed, 
printed, recorded, redacted or unied?cted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored many fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, a ppo in tme n t bodes, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal corr es pondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memor an da, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases. 
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recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or “records” shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this request, the terms "refer" or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This request calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have 
put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present 

(4) The conjunctions “or” and “and” are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this request the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this request shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any requested record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, including, but not limited to, identify the requested records, 
documents data or information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, 
deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This request is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

(9) For pmposes of this request "White House" refers to any and all employees, 
representatives, officers, contractors, volunteers, interns, agents and/or consultants, whether paid 
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or unpaid, of die Executive Office of the President, including but not limited to White House 
Counsel; the First Lady and her office; die President; the Vice-President; the Office of National 
Security Affairs; die National Security Counsel; and/or the executive branch assigned to, or 
working at the White House, regardless of designation describing their service at the White 
House. 

(1 0) For purposes of this request, the “Justice Department” refers to all employees, 
r eprese n tatives, officers, directors, contractors, volunteers, interns, agents and/or consultants, 
whether paid or unpaid, of the U,S. Department of Justice. 

(1 1) For purposes of this request, the "FBI” refers to all employees, representatives, 
officers, directors, contractors, volunteers, interns, agents and/or consultants, whether paid or 
unpaid, of the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

Requested Items 

Please provide the Committee with the following: 

1. All records relating to any contacts between the Justice Department and the FBI, 
during the period from December 1, 1996 through the present date, concerning any suggestion or 
proposal that information obtained by the FBI during its investigation of campaign fund-raising 
activities, including possible Chinese government involvement, during the 1996 Presidential 
campaign be communicated to the White House. 

2. All records relating to any request by the White House to the Justice Department, 
during the period from December 1 , 1 996 through the present date, for information obtained by 
the FBI during its investigation of campaign fund-raising activities, including possible Chinese 
government involvement, during the 1996 Presidential campaign. 

3. All records relating to any request by the Justice Department to the FBI, during the 
period from December 1, 1996 through the present date, for information responsive to any 
request by the White House concerning the FBI’s investigation of campaign fund-raising 
activities, including possible Chinese government involvement, during the 1996 Presidential 
campaign. 


4. All records relating to any request by the Justice Department to the FBI, during 
February 1997, for information concerning the FBI’s investigation of campaign fund-raising 
activities, including possible Chinese government involvement, during the 1996 Presidential 
campaign. 


5. All records relating to the FBI’s response to any request by the Justice D ep ar tment, 
during the period from December 1, 1996 through the present date, for information to be 
communicated to the White House concerning the FBI’s investigation of campaign fund-raising 



activities, inducting possible Chinese government involvement, during the 1996 Presidential 

camp aign. 

6. AD records relating to any discussion, consideration or evaluation by or araongFBI 
personnel of any request by the White House to the Justice Dep art ment and the FBI, during the 
period from December 1, 1996, through the present, for information concerning Justice 
Department and/or FBI investigation of campaign fund-raising activities, including possible 
Chinese government involvement, during the 1996 Presidential campaign. 


Please produce the requested items to the Committee by Thursday, March 13, 1997. 
Also, please provide logs which indicate each record’s Bates number, author, description, and 
source file. If you have any questions, please contact the Committee's Chief Counsel, John P. 
Rowley m, at (202) 225-5074. 



Chairman 


cc : Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
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Sabpena Duces Team 


Pp &utf)oritp of tip Pause of Mepa&ntat&etf of t^e 
Con geetf of tf>e Pnflefe Ptatefi of America 


U.S. Department of Justice SERVE: The Honorable Janet Reno* Attorney General 
of the United States , 10th A Constitution Avenues. N.W. , Washington. D.C. 20530 
Yon m> hmty iw ntni aifati |q pfo^K t dn timigi ithntHwi on the idsdit licfote the 

full Comnlttee on Govertment Reform and Over sight 

of the House of Representatives of the United Sines, of which tbe Kao. .?S5J!iF,5K?.. 

is c h . in—B, by p todn cie p inch things in Room of die 

Bdkfiai in the city of W«hu0oa. on 

nwatex. 1997 * £e hour of 

j Q Judy McCoy or U.S. Marshals Service . 

(o serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Repe eaea t ativ cs 
of die United Steles, * the city of Washington, tins 

day of Hf*Sk 19...?.?.. 
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QfO: I9M 42-417^ 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Pucci learn 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
UJ5. House of Representatives 


U.S. D e partmen t of Justice 
10th & Constitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20S30 

Serve: The Honorable Janet Reno 

Attorney General of the United States 

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of R e presen ta tives, the 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is conducting an investigation into foreign 
contributions to the Democratic National Committee, other alleged campaign fund-raising 
abuses, questionable contributions made to the Presidential Legal Expense Trust and/or the legal 
defense funds of administration officials, political activities of agency officials, misuse of agency 
resources, and any related matters arising out of these areas. 

As part of its investigation, the Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please 
provide logs which indicate each record's Bates number, author, description, and source file. If 
you have any questions, please contact the Committee's Chief Counsel, John P. Rowley III, at 
(202)225-5074. 


Definitions and Instructions 

(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the word "record" or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or “records” shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 
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(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer" or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have 
put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the subpoena includes all documents to the present. 

(4) The conjunctions “or” and “and” are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, including, but not limited to, identify the subpoenaed records, 
documents data or information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, 
deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (qnd if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

(9) For purposes of this request "White House" refers to any and all employees, 
representatives, officers, contractors, volunteers, interns, agents and/or consultants, whether paid 
or unpaid, of the Executive Office of the President, including but not limited to White House 
Counsel; the First Lady and her office; the President; the Vice-President; the Office of National 
Security Affairs; the National Security Counsel; and/or the executive branch assigned to, or 
working at the White House, regardless of designation describing their service at the White 
House. 


(10) For purposes of this request, the “Justice Department” refers to all employees, 
representatives, officers, directors, contractors, volunteers, interns, agents and/or consultants, 
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whether paid or unpaid, of the U.S. Department of Justice. 

( 1 1 ) For purposes of this request, the “FBr refers to all employees, representatives, 
officers, directors, contractors, volunteers, interns, agents and/or consultants, whether paid or 
unpaid, of die Federal Bureau of Investigation. 


Please provide the Committee with the following: 


1. All records relating to contacts between the White House and the Justice Department, 
during the period from December 1, 1996 through the present date, concerning Justice 
De par tm en t and/or FBI investigation of campaign fund-raising activities, including possible 
Chinese government involvement, during the 1996 Presidential campaign. 

2. All records relating to any request by the White House to the Justice Department, 
during the period from December 1, 1 996 through die present date, for information concerning 
Justice Department and/or FBI investigation of campaign fund-raising activities, including 
possible Chinese government involvement, during die 1996 Presidential campaign. 

3. All records relating to any request by the Justice Department to the FBI, during the 
period from December 1, 1996 through the present date, for information responsive to any 
request by the White House concerning the FBI's investigation of campaign fund-raising 
activities, including possible Chinese government involvement, during die 1996 Presidential 
campaign. 


4. All records relating to any response by the FBI to any request by die Justice 
Department, during the period from December 1, 1996 through the present date,.for information 
responsive to any request by die White House concerning the FBI's investi g a ti o n of campaign 
fund-raising activities, including possible Chinese government involvement, during die 1996 
Presidential campaign. 

5. All records relating to any discussion, consideration or evaluation by or among Justice 
Department personnel of any request by the White House, during the period from December 1 , 
1996, through the present, for information concerning Justice Department and/or FBI 
investigation of campaign fund-raising activities, including possible Chinese government 
involvement, during the 1996 Presidential campaign. 

6. All records relating to any response by die Justice Department to the White House, 
during the period from December 1, 1996 through the presen t date, to any request by the White 
House for information concerning Justice Dep artm e nt and/or FBI investigation of campaign 
fund-raising activities, including possible Chinese government involvement, during the 1996 
Presidential campaign. 
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ONE HUNORED FIFTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje ttniteb States 

$ou*e at ftepretfmtatibr* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Suhomo 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 
(202) 225-5074 

March 26,1997 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear General Reno: 

On March 1 8, 1997, Paul Fishman, Craig Iscoe (both from the Deputy Attorney General’s 
office) and Faith Burton (from the Office of Legislative Affairs) delivered Justice Department 
documents to the Committee pursuant to a March 4, 1 997 subpoena. We had a meeting with the 
staff at that time also. 

There were two productions delivered by Mr. Fishman and Mr. Iscoe on that date — one 
classified and the other non-classified documents. Each production was in separate binders. In 
the course of our meeting, the binder of non-classified documents was provided to die 
Committee staff. During the meeting, Mr. Iscoe removed one grouping of documents that had 
been mistakenly placed in the non-classified binder. Following the meeting, Mr. Iscoe 
accompanied me to the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence to deliver the 
classified documents for storage at HPSCI as we had agreed prior to the meeting. 

Upon returning to my office, I did not have the opportunity to review the non-classified 
documents but had them copied by staff on the Committee for review purposes and stored in the 
Committee’s secure area. Upon further review of the documents on the evening of March 24, 
1997, 1 discovered that Justice Department staff had put redacted documents classified as 
‘’Secret” in the non-classified binder of documents; it was not clear if the redactions had deleted 
the classified material or not On the morning of March 25, 1997, 1 called Craig Iscoe to inquire 
if these documents were classified documents that had mistakenly been placed in the non- 
classified documents binder when prepared by the Justice Dep ar tment Upon checking, Mr. Iscoe 
confirmed that the documents identified as Bates No. 77-88 were indeed classified as “Secret” 

At that time I collected the original document and three copies that had been made and stored 
them in the Committee safe where we store “Secret” documents. 
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I am providing the three copies to Mr. Iscoe today when Mr. Iscoe delivers other 
classified documents to the Committee today. Mr. Iscoe also will deliver the original with the 
other documents to be stored at HPSCI. 


Sincerely, 




Barbara Comstock 
Chief Investigative Counsel 
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U. S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of dM Assistant Attorney General 


Wmshinpo*. D.C 20330 


April 2, 1997 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 

and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Burton: 

Enclosed please find four pages of additional documents 
responsive to the subpoena that the Department received from your 
Committee on March 5, 1997. These pages were located yesterday 
in the Office of Deputy Attorney General Jamie Gorelick as staff 
were going through her files in preparation for Ms. Gorelick* s 
departure from the Department of Justice. The documents were 
inadvertently overlooked in our prior search for items responsive 
to the Committee's subpoena. The newly -discovered documents 
consist of an undated draft of a letter from Ms. Gorelick to 
White House Counsel Charles Ruff and two short notes that were 
attached to that letter. 

The draft letter was never sent. Instead, Daniel Seikaly, 
Director of the Executive Office for National Security, wrote Mr. 
Ruff on February 21, 1997. (Your Committee has already been 
given access to Mr. Seikaly's letter) . The first note attached 
to the letter is an instruction to Ms. Gorelick's secretary 
asking her to hold the draft letter and not mail it. The second 
note, written on both sides of a small piece of paper, contains 
the names and addresses of the Chairmen and Ranking Members of 
the House Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence and the 
Senate Select Committee on Intelligence, who were to have 
received a copy of the letter if it had been sent to Mr. Ruff. 
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For the Committee's convenience , also attached is an revised 
version of Part Four of the Subpoena L09 that includes the new 
documents . 



Andrew Fois 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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SUBPOENA LOG 
(PART POOR) 


Documents produced by the Department of Justice on March 2S, 1997 
in response to a subpoena issued on March 5, 1997, 
bv the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 


Bates 196(a) . 

Author 

Description 

113-147 

Secretarial 

Attorney General ' s 

calendars for 2/12/97 - 

2/27/97. 

148-160 

Secretarial 

Attorney General ' s 

telephone logs for 

2/12/97 - 2/27-97. 

161-181 

Secretarial 

Deputy Attorney General's 
calendars for 2/12/97 - 
2/28/97. 

182-220 

Secretarial 

Deputy Attorney General 1 s 
telephone logs for 
2/12/97 - 2/28/97. 

221-222 

Robert M. Bryant 

Memorandum from Bryant to 
Director Freeh (dated 
1/30/97) . 

223 

Robert M. Bryant 

Buck Slip transmitting 
copy of 221-222 to 
Stephen Dillard (dated 
1/30/97. 

Documents produced by the Department of Justice on April 2, 1997 
in response to a subpoena issued on March 5, 1997, 
bv the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversicrht 

224 

Paul Fishman 

Handwritten Post-it note 
attached to No. 227. 

225-226 

Secretarial 

Both sides of handwritten 
note attached to No. 227. 

227 

DAG Gore lick 

Draft letter to White 
House Counsel Ruff 
(undated) 
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©ffice of tffe Seputg ^ttunteg (Beneral 

p.t. 20330 


Mr. Charles Ruff 
Counsel to the President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. Ruff: 

You have posed certain questions the answers to which, you 
indicate, are critical to a determination as to what action, if 
any, the United States should take toward the Peoples Republic 
of China (PRC) in connection with the allegation that the PRC 
engaged in improper conduct in connection with political 
campaigns in the United States. You have made clear that you 
do not seek information that would adversely affect the conduct 
of any criminal investigation. 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation and the Department ' s 
Criminal Division have determined that providing the enclosed 
responses would not adversely affect the conduct, or compromise 
the integrity, of any criminal investigation. Because of the 
sensitivity of this information, particularly as it relates to 
potential risk to sources and methods, however, we ask that you 
make it available only to those directly involved in the foreign 
policy determinations to which you advert and that you maintain 
a record of those to whom it has been provided. 

We will, as you indicate, provide this same information to 
the Chairman and the Ranking Member to the House Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence and the Chairman and Vice Chairman to 
the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence. 

Sincerely, 


Enclosure 


Jamie S. Gorelick 
Deputy Attorney General 
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Congress of tfje VttfteD States 

feooft *C ScpMcntatibc* 

OOMMTTCE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM MO OVERSIGHT 
21 57 Rayburn House Office Buumnq 
Washmoton. OC 20515-6143 
(202)225-6074 

April 30, 1997 


TteHoooflMDJnetltflka 
Attorney General of the United State* 
U& Detriment of Jatfk* 
W«hfcglon.D.C 20530 


DevOeoerelReao: 

Enclosed is dm document protocol adopted by Oils Comm i tte e on April 10, 1997. As the 
Committee's protocol is now in place, pteue provide die documents which we responsive to 
seven! of the Committee's outstanding requests. In poitk»isr, I would lilmlo receive tfm 
documents relating to (be investigation into improper actions by Secretaiy Ron Brawn in 
conaectMm with dm lifting of dm VictittmcretrKte embargo, including any wire tiw»afcti,b«^ 
reco r ds, andfar phone records re la ted to this metier. 

If you have way questions please contact Committee Counsel John P. Rowley ID, or Chief 
Investigative Counsel Bazhan Co m stock at (202) 225-5074. 



cc: The Honorable Henry Wi 
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ONK HUMMSD OFIW OONQMOi 

Congress of tfje Wttftefe States 

of &tpn*MatiK§ 

OOMMrrTEE ON QOVERNMBff REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn Houk Omoc Buusmo 
Wasnmqton. OC 20615-6143 




April 10, 1997 


PEOTXXX>LroRlKXXnfflCNrS 
lUi Protocol nets feriiOo|WDCioto63 to be feflowri lydoHowpCoBBBUttoi 


Applicability and Int e rpret at ion of Protocol 

This Protocol shall apply only to Committee and Subcommittee investigation of political 
fund-raising improprieties and possible violations of lew by penons or entities within the 
Qwmiittee'sovetriglitjuriscBcdopC^ Investigation") and to documents and materials 
(“doctm i entsO obtained during the Investigation by Com m ittee su b po e n a or letter req u est The 
Protocol shafl not apply to any other ovcrsiglrt conducted by (be Co mm ittee or any 
Subcommittee antes specifically adopted by decision of Ihe Chairman or by vote of the 
C o mmit tee. 


All employees and re pre sen t a tives of any government office, department or agency shall 
address to the Chairman of the Committee or his desi g n a ted rep r esen t a tive any inqairica, 
concerns or other communications relating to this Protocol and die matters addressed herein. No 
representation, commitment or practice by persons other than the Chairman or his designee 
concerning document-related matters are applicable to or binding on the Chairman. 

A. Obtaining Documents 

1. Requests for Documents. Document requests shall be made tinder the auspices of the 
Committee only as authorized by the Chairman on behalf of the Committee, or by the 
a pprop ria te Subcommittee Chairman on behalf of any Subc ommitt e e . Authorized requests may 
include the production of documents by agencies, entities, andfor individuals, by letter, facsimile, 
or other me an s. 
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(a) Procedure Iter Pocoment Requestor The ChainiianofdiB fall Committee or the 
Chairman of any Subcommittee, as tbe case may be, shall notify!/ the appropriate Ranking 
Minority Member of the intention to request, on behalf ofthe Committee or Subcommittee, the 
production of documents, and dull provide the Ranking Minority member an opportunity to 
suggest bow the scope or sobstanoe of the proposed requests might be modified or unproved, 
llie Staking Minority Member shall advise the Ottoman whether die Minority win join in the 
request Any agreed joint request will be imedby the Chairman and the Ranking Minority 
Member on behalf of the Committee, or Subcommittee, as appropritee. Tbe request for 
documents may issue following tbe provishat of notioe to the talking Minority Member as 
provided herein. The Chairman rntalns die ^scwtioQ So came letter requests to be issued without 
the Minority's review or ooncuaenoe. PoBowigg Isw noe, copies df lette r re q u es ts riiril be 
provided to the Raiding Minority Member. 



(a) Procedure to Issuance of Subpoenas - Hie CWman dffoefefl Committee sfaa& 
advise the a pprop ria te Ranking Minority Member of Ms fatertt no te lane s ub p oe nas ter 
documents or witne as es , and shall provide die Ranking hfia o rfty Member an oppo rtunity to 
suggest how the scope or substance of thepropoaed subpoenas might be modified or improved. 
The Chairman shall nprity tbe Ranking Minority Member of the proposed subp oe nas at least 
twenty-four (24) hours before tbe Chamnan issues the subpoenas, cxdnding Saturdays, Sundays 
and federal holidays, unless tbe provisions of Section A3(b) apply. The Ranking Minority 

Member dull advise foe Chairman whether the Minority agues with the proposed iribpoenas. 

* 

(b) Issuance of Subpoenas Wi&out Prior Nodes- In aooorinoe with long-standing 
rules oftbe Committee, tbe Chauman may erase a subpoena to be ismed without prior notioe to 
members of the Committee including the Ranking Minority Member it in die Chairman** 
judgment, delay in issuance couM hinder or compromise the Committee's ability to obtam 
documents or testimony in furtherance of tbe Committee's investigation. In such event, as soon 
after issuance as is practicable, tbe Chairman shall notify die Ranking Minority Member of die 

oristco ocof lU bpocna. 


au om iiB B Q py pc uo mmmno ram oeiiraiuraraafiDrMDy Mflporuy ma 

Minority Investigative Staff in a manner o cwrit lo m wifotatevd of i cnsi tiv ity ofthe 
doc u me nts , Docnmeota rindl be stored in a locked am ("the Secure Ana”) within the Majority 


telephone, tcocr mS ufcftg. beteeea dr Chairwta Mri tee Risking bfiaorby Mu^jhc SriPBUuinrr 
Cha i rw a «ed We A pprop ria t e taatiagSabcuaMBlacc I i uOb rn . Maattss coaacttoafrcir bchilf by respective 
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and Minority Investigative Stiff offices which, in the judgment of the Cbrinnaa, provide a 
secure environment for the storage, handling and review of such documents* The Committee 
my maintain documents it locations other than the Secure Areas provided that they are stored in 
secure facilities under the respective control of the Majority or Mikity Investigative Staff: 
Subcom m ittees tavnivad in the Investigation maintain a locked area wfflrin Suh oommitti*- 

offices fertile secure storage of documents. In recognition of office qiaoc limitations, tins 
Protocol does not envision that Subcommittees wfll crate ind maintain separate areas nndlar to 
the CommittCC*! Secure Area. ™mt«n and alfwe Awamenta »» mrh 

naaDffitqoindtopimt 


I. Piw&lfeI)ociwytfs~ a 1HddkDocumenl^iskch>deandocuiiienisobtaiiiedby(fe 
Gunmiltlec and any Sitiwvwunittric which are pubfiefr available prior to tiio lime Ihey come into • 
dnponndoDrfdnODBMidiecw WncinB^ 

iitiBiidtfdiriowclyiwro(id»ntod» O P Ba^ Since Public 

ijoaiiiem me uyocpnniontireaQynntopmngoomimtmaiTwooMOMaaaocqipqr manat 


2. M rm nmrtfa t f£bcH m eMr &~ *t1<MbOM $ 9 Hi ed D o cuments* include all d o e um e nn 
obtained by tire Ctniini i tte8» < MOiptT HjiJ lc Doo nm Bntt^ aad^CfaaaifiBd Material^ aa d efia ed 
below. Ihb categoqr of documen t s jndndes non een si tiue d o cu m e n ts, as well nbon fin which 
tiie possessing party asserts a cUim that tire do cum en t contain p roprietar y , privileged, 
confidential or other sensitive information. AH Non-Classified Documents will be maintained 
within the Secure Area, or such other secure facility as is ncocsswy to prevcrtiimnlcndcd 
disclosure. Non-Claisifirri Documents will not be removed from such areals) except as rebutted 
in jurfficrmreofllre Committee^ oversigln and invesligathre responsibilities. In the event that 
a n indi vidual or e ntity in poss ess ion o f ass ert s ^ some or all of the do cum en ts 

contain proprietory. privileged, confid e ntial or other sensitive i n for ma tion, the Chairman wfll 
detenmne whether or not the claim is properly made and will so advise the individual or entity, 
and the Ranking Minority Member, in writing. Do c u ment s deter min ed to contain propriety, 
privileged, co nfi de nt ial oc other sensitive information wfll be main t ain ed by the Committee in 
locked file cabinet! located within the Secure Area, or in such other secure facility as is re qu ire d 
by the circumstance*. Copies of all documents in the Committee's possession will be timitod to 
the number required lor the Committee*! oversight and investigation Amotions. S ub co mmitt ees 
involved in the Investigation shall make such arrangements for the secure storage of Non- 



3. /Wi ffffffrfr -Thwiflfit ft r* * 11 **^ me and mwm ah 

coimantng "classified information”* defined by Tltie 50, IMtod Stales Code, Section 431(2). 
Classified Documents shall be mainmined by the Committee in a locked wef* within the Secure 
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Area, or at such other secure facility required by the level of classification of the documents. 
Access lo Classified Documents shall be restricted as required by law. These procedures shall 
also apply to Subcommittees involved in the Investigation. 

Aeeesi to Secure Areas and Documents. Access to die documents and materials 
maintained in fire Majority and Minority Secure Areas shall be restricted to Members of the 
House, as provided by Rule XI , clause 2(e)(2), respective Investigative Staf£ to other 
Com m it te e staff engaged in the Committee’s overright and investigative functions, and to law 
enforcement officials. A list of all staff with access to the Secure Areas will be maintained by 
foe Majority and Minority and will be updated from time to time as necessary. Subc ommittees 
participating in foe Investigation shall limit access to docomerts and materials to Members of foe 
House. Majority Investigative Stag to ofoerCommitlee and Snh o onmi t ffte staff engaged in foe 
S nlKTQfnintt tee’i oversight and investigative junctions, and to law e nfor ce m ent officials. 


Ttej Oonmil tt oe. and fas members, shall nrt pi&iicfr or 
obtained by^foe Committee in accordance with foe provisions of Rangnph A. except as provided 
herein. Hie prmdsioos of fins paragraph do not apply to PubfieDocomeals or Classified 
Documents. NoiKC3assified Documents, foe third category of documents defined in Paragraph 
B, shall not be pubfidy or privately released except as follows: 

1. Release During Committee Meetings ~ In accordance with House Rules, Noo- 
Ciassificd D o cu m ents shall, unless otherwise directed by the C ommitte e.be available for, use by 
membereoffoBCom mi ttBem open sesrion. in Committee Reports, and as attachments to ofiSdal 


2. Executive Session - Pursuant lo House Rule XI, clause 2Q4(7)»ii0 evidence or 
testimony taken in executive session shall be released or used in pribiie sessions wifoout foe 
consent offoe Committee; and 

3. Other Public Release — In foe event that circumstances, including foe necessity of 
correcting the public reoord after a partial release of documents by another party, require the 
public release of Nod-Classified Documents through channels other than as set forth above, foe 
Committee shall proceed as set forth below: 

(a) Agreed Release - The Chairman shall notify foe Ranldbig Minority Member 
ofhb desire to release documents. The Cburmm and foe Ranking Minority Member diall share 
th ei r view s about the proposal and shall endeavor to reach cons e nsus about foe issue. The 
Ranking Minority Member shall notify foe Chairman within twenty-fear (24) hours whether he 
agrees or objects to the proposed release. In foe absence of objection, foe Chairman may release 
the documents. 



679 


(b) Contested Release - For the sole purpose of deciding whether or not to 
publicly release documents, a Working Group consisting of the Chairman, the Ranking Minority 
Member, the Vice Chairman, a majority member chosen by the Chairman, and a minority 
member chosen by the Ranking Minority Member, shall be created. In the event that die 
Ranking Minority Member objects to the Chairman's proposal to release documents after 
receiving notice in accordance with paragraph C.3(a), the Chairman shall present the matter to 
the Working Group for non-binding decision regarding die advisability of the proposed release. 
The Working Group shall endeavor in good faith to reach consensus and shall render its opinion 
to the Chairman within twenty-four (24) hours of presentation of the issue by the Chairman 
The Working Group shall meet in person or, if a face to face meeting is not practicable, by 
telephone or c onfe re nce call. If the Working Group is unable to reach timely consensus 
concerning the proposed release the Working Group shall, upon motion of the Chairman, render 
an opinion detecmiiiod by majority vote. Tbe Chairman shall consider the opinion rendered by 
the Working Group before dedding whether to release the documents. 

D. Minority Document Procedures .* 

Unless otherwise indicated by Committee Rules or this Protocol, the procedures set 
forth herein shall apply to both die Majority and tbe Minority. This Protocol anticipates (hat the 
Minority Investigative Staff will receive separate copies of the documents obtained by 
rnmmiite subpoena and letter requests during the Investigation. The Minority Investigative 
Staff shall handle and store all documents consistent with the security requirements and 
procedures specified in Paragraph B herein, including the creation and maintenance of a Secure 
Area. The Chairman shall request in Committee letter requests and direct in subpoenas that 
government agencies, private corporations and petsons pouting documents provide dm 
Minority Investigative Staff with a duplicate set of documents contemporaneous with production 
to the Committee and its Majority Investigative Staff. In the event that the party producing 
documents does not make a duplicate set of documen t s, the Majority Investigative Staff win 
assist the Minority Investigative Staff in duplicating a set of the documents. 

E. Internal Policy Guidance 

These procedures are solely for the internal policy guidance of the Committee in handling 
investigative documents. Nothing in these procedures affects or waives (be privileges of the 
Committee Members or others referred to; subjects them to any forum, wthority, or questkxdqg 
outside the House itself; creates rights or duties enforceable or cognizable in court; or invokes or 
expands the jurisfletion of any House entity, including (he Committee on Standards of Official 
Conduct, Co mmit te e . 
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I 

U. S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 

Office of Che Assistant Anotney Geancai Wukkytm, P C 20S30 

May 8, 1997 



The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
and Overeight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letter, dated April 30, 1997, which 
requested documents in connection with the Committee's oversight 
inquiry regarding fundraising activities and Government actions 
involving Asian-Pacific policy. The enclosed documents have been 
available for Committee staff review at the Department since our 
meeting with staff on January 30, 1997. We are providing them in 
response to your recent letter, which enclosed the Committee's 
document protocols. 

Enclosed are Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) documents 
responsive to your particular request regarding a closed criminal 
investigation relating to alleged actions of former Commerce 
Secretary Ron Brown in connection with the Vietnam trade embargo. 
Also enclosed is a list of additional FBI subfiles and other 
responsive materials, which we would be pleased to discuss with 
you. 


Redactions have been made in the enclosed documents and 
other documents have not been provided because they contain 
information, the disclosure of which is prohibited by statute, 
such as Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. 
Other redactions pertain to the identities of confidential 
sources. Additionally, there are some redactions in the enclosed 
documents to protect individual privacy, and two documents that 
contain such information are available for Committee staff review 
at the Department. As with all such raw investigative 
information, the documents we are providing should be handled 
with strict confidentiality in accord with the limited oversight 
purposes for which you have requested them. 
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As we previously discussed with Committee staff, we have 
become concerned that the requirements of Rule 6(e) will 
unavoidably frustrate the Committee's effort to obtain complete 
information relating to the oversight inquiry. Our concern is 
underscored by the fact that the enclosed documents do not 
reflect material evidence developed before the grand jury, - upon 
which the Department ultimately based its decision to close its 
investigation of Secretary Brown. That grand jury evidence is, 
of course, covered by Rule 6(e) and cannot be disclosed. 

We will respond further to your request with regard to other 
responsive documents as soon as possible. We hope that this 
information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if 
you would like additional assistance regarding this or any other 
matter. 



Assistant Attorney General 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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ONCHUNONU>nFTM CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje {Unite* States 

of jReprtttntattbtf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFOAM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Burjdmq 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 

Mmv PU MWI 



May 21, 1997 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United States 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington. D.G 20530 

Re: Request for documents. 


Dear General Reno: 

The Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is conducting an investigation 
pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives. As part of its 
investigation, the Committee hereby requests that you produce certain records. 

Requested Items 

Please provide die Committee with the following: 

1 . All public disclosure forms, executive branch confidential disclosure reports and/or OGE 
Form 450 for Webster Hubbell. 

2. All Standard Form 1 199A for Webster Hubbell. 

3. Ail telephone records relating to Webster Hubbell, including but not limited to, telephone 
logs, telephone message slips and/or records or evidence of incoming and outgoing 
telephone calls. 

Please produce the requested items to the Committee by May 29, 1997. Also, please 
provide document logs vtfuch indicate each document's Bates number, author, description, and 
source file. 
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P«ge2of2 


If yen have any questions, pkase contact Chief Investigative Counsel Bairn Comstock at (202) 
225-5074. 


2 ta*rety, 

- 3 

Dton Burton 
Chairman 


oc; The Honorable Henry Wc 
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II. S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washmpon. D.C. 20530 


May 23, 1997 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
D. S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to the Committee's subpoena dated May 8, 1997, 
regarding the Committee's request for materials pertaining to 
Webster Hubbell. The subpoena was not served on the Bureau of 
Prisons until May 15, 1997. 

Enclosed are documents responsive to subpoena items 1 and 3, 
relating to visitors and incoming and/or outgoing telephone calls 
involving Mr. Hubbell. Some of the documents contain minimal 
redactions, e.g., home addresses and social security numbers, to 
protect individual privacy interests. Nonetheless, many of these 
documents still implicate the personal privacy interests of Mr. 
Hubbell and other individuals. Although the Privacy Act 
prohibits our public disclosure of the documents, disclosing them 
co che Committee in connection with this subpoena is permissible 
under the Act. See 5 U.S.C. 552a(b}(9). We understand that the 
Committee appreciates the sensitivity of these documents and will 
safeguard them accordingly. Unredacted copies of the documents 
are available for staff review at the Department if the Committee 
needs to review the redacted information. 

With regard to subpoena item 2, I want to advise you that 
che Bureau of Prisons does not routinely retain master audiotapes 
for more than six months. However, due to a prior subpoena for 
some of these records, we anticipate that master audiotapes may 
still be available back to August 18, 1996. Additionally, we 
expect that the master audiotapes are available for the following 
dates: March 4 and 25, 1996, May 5, 1996, June 11 and 18-22, 

1996, July 21, 1996, and August 7, 1996. The Committee may wish 
co review the computer printout of Mr. Hubbell' s telephone calls, 
Bates ## 100-200, to determine which, if any, of the available 
telephone tapes you would like reproduced. 
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The process of transferring recorded conversations to a disk 
from the master audiotape is labor intensive, but we are prepared 
to copy recorded conversations as requested by Committee staff. 
The Bureau of Prisons has been recently engaged in preparing 
disks in response to another, previously served , subpoena , but we 
expect that process to be completed in the near future. , 


I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you would like additional assistance 
regarding this or any other matter. 


M. 


r.ly./' 

c/*v 


Andrew Pois 

Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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ONE HUNDRED RFTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tf)e ®niteb &tatts 

$ott*t of SUprttftntattbrt 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 





May 23, 1997 


Janet Reno, Attorney General 

Department of Justice 

Tenth Street and Constitution Ave., N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

The Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is conducting an investigation 
pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of die House of Representatives. As part of its 
investigation, the Committee hereby requests that you produce certain records. 

The Committee is seeking information on the activities of John Huang. Recent news 
reports state that, during his tenure at the Commerce Department, Huang attended as many as 
109 meeting where classified information may have been discussed. The reports further state that 
Mr. Dickerson was required to brief Commerce officials with top secret security clearances on 
sensitive economic matters of interest to the American government The Commerce Dep ar tm ent 
has now established that John Dickerson, the head of the CIA's Office of Intelligence Liaison at 
the Department of Commerce, personally briefed Huang on classified intelligence matters on 37 
occasions. 


On April 8, 1997, Mr. Dickerson gave deposition testimony on the subject of John Huang 
in civil case number 95-0133, Judicial Watch. Inc, v, U.S. Department of Commerce- The 
Committee hereby requests a copy of the deposition transcript. Be assured that the Committee 
has appropriate facilities for the storage of classified documents and employs investigative staff 
who are cleared to view such material 
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Attorney General Reno 
May 23, 1997 
Page 2 


Please call Senior Investigative Counsel Jay Apperson or Chief Counsel John P. Rowley, 
m to make arrangements for delivery. 



rhaiptniq 

cc: Honorable Henry A- Waxman 
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Sfficr nf % Attarnfg Central 

lu^|an,l. ( 205)0 

Jun. 19, 1997 


The Honorable Orrin G. Hatch 
Chairman, Committee on tha Judiciary 
United States Senate 
Washington, DC 20510 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

At tha oversight hearing on April 30, you expressed your 
opinion that I have applied incorrect legal standards in making 
my determination not to commence a preliminary investigation 
under the Independent Counsel Act at this time, and asked me to 
obtain an opinion from the Office of legal Counsel on two issues: 

1. Whether I have applied the correct legal standard 
in determining whether there mere a sufficient grounds 
to investigate, ■ within the meaning of the Independent 
Counsel Act/ and 

2. Whether I must determine that an actual conflict of 

may revult before the first discretionary 
provision of the Act, 28 U.S.C. 9 191(c)(1), can be 
invoked, or whether my determination that an appearance 
of a conflict may result suffices. 

I have also received your letter reiterating your concerns and 
your request, and have reviewed your position carefully. 

The Department of Justice now has nearly twenty years of 
experience with the Independent Counsel Act. During that time, 
the career prosecutors in the Criminal Division have devoted 
enormous effort applying the statute in a wide variety of factual 
contexts. Their work has created a body of administrative 
practice and expertise interpreting the statute. I therefore 
have consulted the staff of the Criminal Division in considering 
your questions. Considerations of institutional consistency, 
fairness of administration, and prosecutorial expertise all weigh 
in favor of this course. However, I have also consulted with tbs 
Office of Legal Counsel, which has independently considered the 
issues noted above, researched and reviewed all of the relevant 
materials, and reached the same conclusions that are set forth in 
this letter. 
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The Honorable Orrin 6. Hatch 
Page 2 

Aa Z promised, Z have carefully considered the arguments you 
presented at the hearing and in your letter. While I have great 
respect for your views, X believe that X have correctly 
interpreted the statute. 

i. ■gpecificrand Credible Evidence* Standard 

You suggest that X aa relying on an incorrect standard for 
determining whether the Act 4 # mandatory and discretionary 
provisions have been triggered. In your view, I mistakenly 
believe that there must be proof that a crime hflfl been committed, 
when the proper standard requires only information sufficient to 
constitute grounds to Investigate whether a crime may have been 
committed. You correctly observe that in 19*7, the Congress 
amended the Act to clarify the standard for triggering a 
preliminary investigation, changing "has committed” a violation 
of Federal lav to "may have violated" Federal law. figg s. Rep. 
wo. 100*123, at 15 <1987} . 

Z agree that the appropriate standard to be applied ia 
whether there is specific and credible evidence sufficient to 
constitute grounds to investigate whether a federal crime may 
have been committed. Wet is tbs standard articulated by the 
Independent Counsel Act Itself, 28 tt.S.C. 8 591(a) (whether there 
is specific and credible "Information sufficient to constitute 
grounds to investigate whether any parson . . . . may have violated 
Federal criminal law”), fl£R 28 D.8.C. f 591(c) (1), and that is 
the standard that X have applied in staking this and all «y prior 
determinations under the Independent Counsel Act. Invocation .of 
the procedures of the Act does not require s showing of proof of 
every element of an offense sufficient to support a conviction. 

On the other hand, before the Act is Invoked there must be 
sufficient indication that the conduct to be investigated is 
criminal rather than innocent. We do not initiate criminal 
investigations based on sheer speculation or conelusory 
assertions without supporting facts sufficient to indicate that a 
crime may have been cosultted. 

So that there ie no question, I would like to quote from my 
report the standard I have applied in making my determination: 

[T]he Act does not permit or require me to commence a 
preliminary investigation unless there is specific end 
credible evidence that a crime mav have been committed . 

In your latter, you suggest that it is not the 
responsibility of the Department of Justice to 
determine whether a particular set of fects suggests a 
potential Pederal cries, but that such legal 
determinations should be left to an independent 
counsel. I do not agree* Uhder the Independent 
Counsel Act, it is the Department*# obligation to 
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The Honorable Orrin G. Hatch 
Page 3 

determine in the first instance whether particular 
conduct potentially falls within the scope of a 
particular criminal statute such that criminal 
investigation ie warranted. If it is our conclusion 
that the alleged conduct is not criminal# then there is 
no basis for appointment of an independent counsel, 
because there would be no specific and credible 
allegation of a violation of criminal law. figs 
28 TJ-S.C. S 592(a) (1). 

Report et 2*3 (emphasis addad) . 

At different points in my report, I articulated this 
statutory standard in several different ways. See, e.q.. id. at 
2 ("whether the allegations are sufficiently specific and 
credible to constitute grounds to investigate whether an 
individual may have violated Federal criminal law"); id. at 3 
("specific- and credible allegations of criminal conduct*); Id. 

( "specif ic and credible evidence that .a person not covered by the 
mandatory provisions of the Act has committed a crime"); id. et 4 
("specific, credible evidence that any covered . . . official may 
have committed a Federal crime"); id. at 5 ("specific and 
credible evidence to suggest that any crime was committed") . 

These merely semantic variations were not Intended as departures 
from the statutory standard, which I have applied: whether there 

ie sufficient specific and credible information to warrant 
investigating whether a crime may have been committed. 

Indeed, as I noted at the bearing, other Attorneys General 
have similarly articulated the standard in slightly varying ways, 
.but I am confident that they, too, all applied the appropriate 
standard. For example. Attorney General Barr, in him August 10, 
1992, report declining to seek an independent counsel in the 
Banca Rationale de Lavoro matter, used the following phrases to 
identify the appropriate standard, among others: 

"The Independent Counsel Statute applies where there ie 
specific and credible evidence that a 4 covered person' 

. . - has committed a crime." (id. at 2.) 

"The threshold requirement for triggering the Statute 
under either the mandatory or the discretionary 
provision is the receipt of specific information from a 
credible source sufficient to constitute grounds to 
investigate whether some person — covered or not — 
has committed a Federal crime." ( id. at 5.) 

"... (A) s to the mandatory provision of the Statute, I 
have concluded that there is no specific and credible 
information that a 'covered person' committed a crime. 

As to the discretionary provision of the Statute, I 
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have concluded that, for moat of the allegation# 
relating to noncovered Govern— nt officials, there is no' 
specific and credible infer— tion that any cri— was 
co— itted." (id*. at 7.) 

Your letter also suggests that the standard of "specific and 
credible evidence* on which X rely la different from the 
statutory standard of "inform tion sufficient to oonstituts 
grounds to investigate,* However, the Act directs that X a— — s 
whether X have received • inf or— tion sufficient to constitute 
grounds to investigate" solely in term of the specificity end 
credibility of the inform tion, 2* U.8.C. f 5*1 (d)(1). That 
subsection of the Act goes on to direct: 

The Attorney Oeneral shall detaxai— whether grounds to 
invostigsts exist no t later than 30 days aftar tha 
inform tion is first received, Xf within that 10-day 
period the Attorney General determines that tha 
inf or— tion is not specific or is. not free a credible 
source, than the Attorney General shell does the 
ma tter, Zf within that 30-day parted the Attorney 
General dsterulnes that tha inform tion is specific end 
from a credible source, the Attorney General shall, 
upon mating that determination, g o— on ce, a preliminary 
investigation with respect to that infer— tion, . • , 

20 U.S.C. 8 591(d)(2), Thus, the eteaderd of "speolfle end 
credible evidence" sufficient to warrant further investigation, 
which is the standard on which X have relied, is d eri ve d directly 
from the Independent Counsel Act itself and, ee noted above# le 
the as— standard that has been applied by prior Attorneys 
General, 

At bottom, X do not believe that our disagreement on this 
first issue is really over the legal standard being applied. 
Esther, X believe that the difference bat— an — on this point is 
factual. You beliava that the facts known to yon, largely from 
—dli reports and public state— nte, amt tbs applicable legal 
threshold. While X have the great— t respect for your vie—, 
based on the infos— tion that — have gathered during our 
investigation to date, I cannot agree. Aa I ha— stated — 
nu— roue occasions, ho w e v e r, I — continuing to —view the facts 
— they are ds— loped by the Task Force, and X will not hesitate 
to invoke the pr ocedur es of tha Act if the legal standard X have 
set forth abo— is — t. 

2. "Actual Apparent flaailist ot JaUattl 

In my report to you I stated that invocation of the first 
discretionary provision, 20 9.S.C. | 551(c)(1), requires ny prior 
determination that aa investigation or prosecution fay the 
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Department of Justice may result in an actual conflict of 
interest, rather than the perception or appearance of cue. You 
take issue with my reading of the statute, but neither the 
language of the statute nor the legislative history supports your 
suggested reading of the law. 

The plain language of the discretionary provision at issue 
requires that 1 find that Department of Justice investigation or 
prosecution of a particular person may "result in a personal, 
financial, or political conflict of interest." 26 U.fl.C. 

I 591(c) (1). The statute does not authorise invocation of that 
provision based upon only the "appearance" of a conflict of 
interest. The distinction between an actual conflict and tbs 
appearance of a conflict was established at the time the 
provision st issue was adopted, flee, e.q. . Pub. L. HO. 95-521, 
Title VZ, S 603(e), 92 fltat. 1624, 1874 (1978) (codified St 
28 U.8.C. 9 528) ("The Attorney General shall promulgate rules 
and regulations which require the disqualification of any officer 
or employee of the Department of Justice . . . from participation 
in a particular investigation or prosecution if such 
participation may result in a personal, financial, or political 
conflict of interest, or the muaafll thereof. * (emphasis 
added)) . In other words, when Congress Intended to pre ven t the 
appearance of a conflict as well as the actual conflict, "it knew 
how to do so." Sfift Custis v. United States. 511 U.fl. 485, 492 
(1994) . The absence of the tern "appearance" (or any synonym 
thereof) in section 591, then, indicates that Z should look to 
conflicts of interest, not to the appearance of conflicts, in 
assessing the need for an independent counsel. 

The legislative history further underscores the plain 
meaning of the statute, as Z noted in my r e port to the Committee. 
Z would like to set It forth et some length be c aus e It leevee no 
doubt as to the proper interpretation of the first discretionary 
provision. 

As originally enacted in 1978, the special prosecutor 
provisions of the Ethics in Governm e nt Act (the predecessor of 
the Independent Counsel Act) contained no discretionary 
provision. As a result, the Department determined that it was 
unable to seek an independent counsel when allegations were made 
Involving members of the President's family. In 1982, therefore, 
a bill was introduced that would have extended the mandatory 
coverage of the Act to members of the President's family, 
fl. 2059, 97th Cong. (1982). As passsd by the Senate, S. 2059 
included both a mandatory provision requiring appointment of an 
independent counsel to investigate members of the President's 
family, and a provision permitting discretionary appointment "if 
the Attorney Genera! determines that investigation of such person 
by the Attorney General or other officer of the Department of 
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Justice nay result in a personal, financial, or political 
conflict of interest, fir " IsL. at f 4' 

(eaphasis added) . 

Khan the bill was introduced on the House floor, how eve r, it 
did not contain either the provision for mandatory coverage of 
the President's family or the language permitting the Attorney 
General to seek an independent couneel based upon only the 
appearance of a conflict of interest . As Introduced in the 
Rouse, the section regarding the discretionary appointment of an 
independent counsel provided that the Attorney General could 
consider the appointment of an independent counsel only upon a 
determination that a Department of Justice investigation or 
prosecution may result in e * personal, financial, or political 
conflict of interest.* The House passed this version of the 
bill, fits 128 Cong Esc. 30,345-44 (1982) The Senate 
subsequently concurred in the House amendments end passe d the 
bill, leading to tbs present language. 128 Gong. Sec. 31,425. 

The failure to enact the clause "or the appearance thereof* 
by Congress is significant. To be sure* one should be careful 
not to eeeuss reflsxively that rejection of language always 
implies an Intent to reject the substance of the language, as 
noted in the Report to the Attorney General on the misuse of 
legislative history that you cite. Rat Report to the Attorney 
General, Using Mfl Mwim IsqiilltiYt HUtom A IbaRnlliatAflR 
of the fittfcHg of lauroronitlog 

108 (1989) ("rejection of a phrase listing axaaplas of e broad 
authority cannot be understood to exclude th os e examples") . That 
does not mean, how e v e r, that an examination of rejected language 
can never be significant. To the contrary, as the sane report 
recognises, legislative history nay be appropriately used to 
interpret "the weening of the statute with the adopted language, 
as informed fay cosparieoo with the rejected language." Id. at 
109. That proves to be the case here. Ooapa rlng the bill with 
the "appearance" clause to the one enacted, espe c i a lly in light 
of the existence of cont emp o rary statutory language c ontaining 
just such a clausa, m 28 D.8.C. § 528, indicates that tbs 
statute as enacted is nar r ow er in scope than it would have been 
with the "appea ran c e " clause. 

This view of the significance of Congress's failure to enact 
the "appearance" clause into law is borne out fay other parte of 
the legislative history as well. Khan introdu cin g the bill in 
the House, congresenan Hall, the floor sanager of the bill, 
emphasised that the omission of tbs language regarding the 
appearance of a conflict was deliberate* 

The Senate -passed bill provides that the Attorney 

General may apply for the appointment of a special 

prosecutor to investigate persons other then the close 
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of individuals specifically covered whenever the 
Attorney General determines a personal, financial, or 
political conflict of interest or the appearance 
thereof may result if an officer of the Department of 
Justice conducts the investigation. The bill as 
amended deletes the reference to appearances, and 
thereby requires the Attorney General to determine that 
an actual conflict may exist in order to utilize the 
special prosecutor procedures. 

12$ Cong. Rec. 30,271 (1982). 

Subsequent congressional action has confirmed this 
interpretation of the phrase "personal, financial, or political 
conflict of interest." The 1994 re-enactment of the Act added a 
second discretionary provision governing the investigation of 
Members of Congress and allowing for the appointment of an 
independent counsel if tbs Attorney General determined that each 
appointment "would be in the public interest." Pub. L. NO. 103- 
270, S 4; 108 Stat. 732, 736 (1994) (codified at 28 U.S.C. 

S 591(c) (2)) . Prior to that time, appointment of an independent 
counsel to investigate a Member could be made only under the 
first discretionary provision, which required a determination 
that prosecution by the Department may "result in a personal, 
financial, or political conflict of interest.” Pub. L. No. 97- 
409, f 4(a)(2), 96 Stat. 2039, 2040 (1983) (codified as amended 
at 21 O.8.C. 9 591(c)(1)). The donate Report on the re-enactment 
discusses the difference between the two discretionary provisions 
as follows: 

This paragraph [now section 591 (c) (2) } removes the 
requirement under current law in 591(c), that, before 
wiiag the independent counsel process in a case 
involving a Member of Congress, the Attorney General 
first determine that an investigation or prosecution by 
the Department of Justice "may result in a personal, 
financial, ox political conflict of interest." In its 
place, the section merely requires the Attorney General 
to determine whether an independent counsel proceeding 
would be "in the public interest." 

This broader standard enables the Attorney General to 
consider a larger range of factors and to exercise 
greater discretion in deciding when cases involving 
MsaJbsrs of Congress should be handled through tbs 
independent counsel process. »<^r *nca« plc. the Attorney 
General could consider not only whether an actual 

gsnflisl of interest. might scQUltu.lf.th8 anauaawnfc., handle 

the matter, hut al so whether an appearance of a conflict of 

interest: might public confidence in the inve stigation 

and anv prosecution. 
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S. Rep. No. 103-101 at 36 (1893) (emphasis added). The Houee 
Report echoed this view almost verbatim* 

The ability, of the Attorney General to use the 
independent counsel provision with regard to a Member 
would no longer rest on a determination that 
investigation or prosecution by the Attorney General or 
other officer of the Department of Justice "may result 
in a personal, financial, or political conflict of 
interest." The broader discretionary provision found 
in H.R. 811 would permit use of the independent counsel 
procedure with regard to Members of Congress not only 
in situations Involving conflicts of interests, but 
also cases involving appearances of conflict and/or any 
other circumstances where the Attorney General 
determines that its use would be in the public 
interest. 

H.R. Rep. No. 103-334 at 16 (1993) (footnotes omittsd) ; see also 
H.R. Conf . Rep. 103*511 at 10 (1994) . * 

In short, the legislative history is clear. Both the 
Congress that originally enacted the conflict of interest 
provision, and the Congress that most recently re-enacted the 
Independent Counsel Act after it bad expired in 1892, expressed 
in the plainest terms their understanding that the discretionary 
provision that is now section 591(c) (2) applied only when an 
investigation may result in an actual conflict of interest, 
rather than the perception or appearance of a conflict of 
interest • 

The legislative history that you reference does nothing to 
refute this conclusive history. iThe 1978 Senate Report 
accompanied the original passage of the Act. Since the Act at 
that time did not contain any discretionary provision, the Report 
could not possibly have been interpreting that part of the Act. 
Rather, it was describing the reasons why coverage of certain 
officials was made mandatory under the Act. The same is true of 
my testimony in 1993. As X noted in my report to the COemdLttee, 
when Z ref erred to the "appearance" of a conflict I was 
describing the basis for the mandatory provisions of the Act. 

The language you quote from Senator Levin is from a floor 
debate during the course of the 1987 xeauthorization of the Act 
on a proposed amendment that would have provided for mandatory 
coverage of all Members of Congress under the Act. Senator Levin 
was asking the point that it cannot be validly presumed, as it 
can with persons co v ere d by the emndatory provisions of the Act, 
that there is any actual conflict of interest or even an 
appearance of a conflict of interest when the Department of 
Justice investigates Members of Congress. Neither Senator 
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Levin's remarks nor the debate within which they occurred focused 
upon or even mentioned the discretionary provision or its 
specific requirements; he was simply providing an accurate 
general description of the Act and the reasons for its mandatory 
coverage of a email group of executive branch officials . 

Finally, the 1982 Senate Report's discussion of the 
availability of the discretionary provision of the Act to address 
an appearance of a conflict of interest is irrelevant because, as 
X noted above, the Senate version of the discretionary provision, 
which that report accompanied, contained language expressly 
providing that the appearance of a conflict was sufficient, 
language that was dropped from the final bill. 

In summary, the language of the statute clearly indicates 
that section 591 (c) <1) can only be invoked if X find that a 
conflict of interest may arise, not if there is only the 
appearance of a conflict. Moreover, the legislative history 
supports this plain reading of the statute. 

***** 

X have given your legal arguments careful consideration. 

For the reasons stated above, 1 do not agree that X have applied 
an incorrect standard in making my determinations under the 
Independent Counsel Act. X will continue to apply the 
requirements of the Act to the facte as we know them, in n 
dispassionate and non-political fashion, in determining whether 
at any time X should seek an independent couneel to investigate 
this matter. 



ccs The Honorable Patrick J. Leaky 
Risking Minority Member 
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U. S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of die Assistant Attorney General 


Washing**. D.C 20530 

June 20 , 1997 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr . Chairman : 

This responds to your letter, dated May 21, 1997, which 
requested certain records pertaining to former Associate Attorney 
General Webster Hubbell in connection with the Committee's 
oversight invest igat ion . 

Enclosed are public financial disclosure forms filed by Mr. 
Hubbell while he was employed by the Department. His position 
did not require filing of confidential (0GB Form 450) or other 
financial disclosure forms. Any direct deposit forms (Standard 
Form 1199A) that may have existed for Mr. Hubbell were destroyed 
shortly after he left the Department in accordance with our 
established policy regarding the retention of such records. 
Lastly, we have collected telephone message slips and other 
records of incoming and outgoing calls relating to Mr. Hubbell, 
which we would like to discuss with Committee staff at their 
convenience. Some of these records implicate individual privacy 
interests and may be of limited utility to the Committee. 

I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you would like additional assistance 



Assistant Attorney General 

cc: Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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Department of Justice Federal Credit Union 

A Full Service Financial Institution 


June 24, 1997 


Judy McCoy 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Ravbum Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Ms. McCoy: 

This letter is in response to your Subpoena concerning Webster Hubbell’s account with the 
Justice Federal Credit Union. 

I have enclosed per your request, copy of a signature card, copies of statements from January 
1, 1994 to present, copies of check deposits and copies of paid checks written on Ms account. 

In regards to Suzanna Ward Hubbdl, we have no record of any accounts with the Justice Federal 
Credit Union. 

If further assistance is needed, please do not hesitate to contact me at (703) 528-4100. 


Sincerely, 


Jenmfer B. Powell 

Co mmu n i cations Servic es Rep res entative 


Bate 782 ■ Wellington, DC 20044-0782 ■ (202)842-3200 
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Office of Ogbtatte Affcfci 


Otto* of *0 AaiM AmqtOmmI 


RUUVM.0.C JAW 


July 2, 1997 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Conmittee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 2051S . 


Dear Mr. Chairmans 

Ibis -supplements our response to the Committee/ s subpoena 
dated May 9, 1997, regarding the Conmittee' s request for 
materials pertaining to Webster Hubbell in connection with the 
Committee's oversight investigation. 

Enclosed are 295 audiotapes of telephone conversations 
responsive to Subpoena Item 2. An index of the audiotapes is 
included. Many of these audiotapes may implicate the personal 
privacy interests of Mr. Hubbell and other individuals. Although 
the Privacy Act prohibits our public disclosure, disclosing them 
to the- Committee in connection with this subpoena is permissible 
under the Act. See 5 U.S.C. 552a (b) <9) I Me understand that the 
Committee appreciates the sensitivity of these audiotapes and 
will safeguard than accordingly. 


1 hope that this information is helpful. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you would like additional assistance 
regarding this or any other matter. 


v "Andrew Pols 

Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosures 

cc: j&e Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 



dMMjNORSU WIHiXMlMESt 


Congress of tfje QfrnteD Stated 

Rotate of BtprconttatAuo 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buunnq 
Waownoton, DC 20515-6143 


July 2, 1997 


Faith Burton 
Special Counsel 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 
Room 1145 

10th Street and Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Ms. Burton: 

The purpose of this letter is to memorialize the House Government Reform and Oversight 
Committee’s request for documents regarding the Stephens Croup tax case pending before the 
U.S. Court of Federal Claims (91-14581). To recap, the Committee respectfully requests copies 
of the pleadings in the case as well as a copy of the deposition transc rip t of Mr. James Riady. 

I appreciate having an opportunity to discuss this matter with you this morning and look 
forward to hearing from you within the next couple of days. 


Sincerely, 




William RMoschella 
deputy Counsel 


cc: The Honorable Hemy Waxman 
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OWEM U NW DW R WC O M aWMt 

Congress of tfje ttntttO Stated 

iouttrilfprtttiKUtM 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM ANO OVERSIGHT 
2157 RAvaufvt House OmctBuutfM 
WAaNNOTON. DC 80615-5149 

sFSSE 


July 8, 1997 



Andrew Fois 

Assistant Attorney Oeaerel 

U^.Dqwtneot of Justice 

Office of Legislative Afbiis 

lOlfa Street nd Constitution Avenue, NW 

Washington! D.C. 20530 


Dear Mr. Fob: 


I write to request that die D epart m en t of Jnstice provide Ok Howe Government Refonn 
and Ovcrefel* Committee with certain documents mgaidmg Ore Stephens Group tax case pending 
before the US. Court of Federal Claims (91-145TT). Specifically, foe Committee respectfully 
requests copies of foe pleadings in foe caseaswefl as a copy of foe <kpositio« transcript cf Mr. 
James Riady. 


Pinaart tohsaafhocfy under roles 10 and 11 of the House of Repreaeotalhea, (be 
Con^hleeiequaiestihb8nfonn«!ioato astbtitmits(»goyigliirestigM>oii. I appreciate your 
immediate attention to fob important request and also appreciate foe assistance of your staff in 


If you have any questions regarding tins request, fleaae don't testae to contact William 
MoscfceOa at 255-5074. 



oc: The Hono ra bl e Hcaiy 
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Snbpena Daces Tecum 

iUp gtotfcrffp of tf )t Hot at of Rqragentatfoea of ty e 
Congo** of Hie ftttfteb fttate* of America 

To .U*Sa. &?next*eJtt..o£. General 

of the United States, 10th & Constitution Avenue s*. NW, Washington, D.C. 20530 
You arc hereby commanded to produce the things identified fa the attached schedule before the 

.f»U Committee on .Qp.YErOTW.Ofc . (fcexslste 

of the House of Representatives of the United States, of which die Hon 

is chairman, by producing such filings in Room ....?AW of the 

Building in the city of Washington, on 

.Tuesday. Jul3r..l.5A . xm at the hour of l?;0Q..P.t®r 

To Judy . McCoy . or. ,PLS~. Marshals . Secviefc 

to serve and make return. 

Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 
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Subpeaaiior. 


before the Committee on the 


Served 


House of Representatives 


GFO: 1991 41-417 (a) 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 

Committee om Government Refona and Oversight 
United States House of Representatives 

Department of Justice 

Serve: The Honorable Janet Reno 

Attorney General 

Dep artme nt of Justice 

10th and Qrastitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record's Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact the Committee’s Chief Investigative Counsel Barbara Comstock at (202) 225- 
5074. 


Definitions ami lustrations 

1. For the purposes of this subpoena, the word “record” or “records” shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, {Hinted, recorded, redacted or unredactcd, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, t r a nsc rip tion, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, contracts, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, 
documents, electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, 
messages, minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press 
releases, recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, 
talking points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or 
evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other 
machine readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record” or “records” shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

2. For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer” or "relate” and "concerning” as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

3. This subpoena calls for the production of records,dociBnents ami compilations of data 



705 


Page 2 of 5 

and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or winch yon have 
put in storage or anyone has put in stooge on your behalf Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the subpoena includes all documents to the present 

4. The conjunctions “or* and “and* 1 are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

5. No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

6. If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify die subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

7. When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by date, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of die claim of privilege. 

8. This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

9. Please provide a printed and, where possible, an electronic version of records. 
Electronic information may be stored on 314 inch diskettes in ASCII format In addition, please 
provide the Committee’s Minority staff with an identical copy of all records provided. 

Subpoenaed Items 

Please provide the Committee with the following: 

Any bank records related to Banque Indo~Suez obtained during die investigation by the 
Independent Counsel and/or the Justice Department into the alleged improper actions by 
Secretary of Commerce Ronald H. Brown, including, but not limited to: 

1. Ail records pertaining to all open or closed checking, savings, NOW, Time, or other 

deposit or checking accounts, including but not limited to: 


a. 


Signature cards and account opening forms; 
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b. Corporate board authorizations, minutes or partnership resolutions; 

c. Bank a ttte memi; 

d. Canceled checks for all items m excess of $300.00; 

e. Deposit tickets forall items deposited in excess of $300.00; 

£ All items deposited; 

g. Credit and debit memos forall items in excess of $300.00; 

h. Forms 1099, 1098, or beck-up withholding documents; and/or 

i. Records involving all cash withdrawals in excess of $300.00 
including ATM withdrawals. 

2. All documents pertaining to open, dosed or unapproved bank loans, extensions of 
credit or mortgage documents, reflecting loans or extensions of credit to, including but 
not limited to: 

a. Loan applications; 

b. Corporate board authorization minutes or partnership resolutions; 

c. Loan ledger sheets; 

<L Documents (checks, debit memos, cadi in tickets, wires in, etc.,) 

reflecting the means by which loan repayments were made; 

e. Documents (bank checks, credit memos, cash out tickets, wires 
out, etc,) reflecting disbursement of the loan proceeds; 

£ Loan correspondence flies, including, but not limited to, letters to 
the bank, letters from the bank, notes to the file and/or memoranda 
to the file; 

g. Collateral agreements and documents including appraisals or other 
valuations of collateral; 

h. Credit reports; 

i. Financial statements; 

j. Federal, State, or local tax returns; 

k. Notes or other instruments reflecting the obligation to pay; 

L Real estate mortgages, chattel mortgages or other security 

instruments for loans; 

vcl Forms 1099, 1098 or back-up withholding documents; 

n. Loan amortization statements; 

o. All documents submitted to or prepared by or on behalf of any 
officer, committee or the Board of Directors with respect to the 
granting, denial, renewal, modification, or review of any such loan, 
or extension of credit, including, but not limited to, proposals, 
reports, record(s) of action taken and the reasons) therefore, notes, 
memoranda and/or minutes; and/or 

p. All documents relating to any meeting, communications and/or 
contacts with any regulatory or law enforcement agency with 
respect to any such loan or extension of credit 
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3. All docu m e nt s pertaining to Certificates of Deposit purchased or redeemed, incl nrfjng 
but not limited to: 


a Copies of the certificate; 

b. Corporate board aolhorizatRm mmu^ 

c. Documents (checks, debit memos, cash in tickets, wires in, efc^) 
reflecting the means by which CDS were purchased; 

d Documents (bank checks, credit memos, cadi out tickets, wires 

out, etc^) reflecting disinssement of the proceeds of any negotiated 
CDS; 

a Records reflecting interest earned, withdrawn or reinvested; 

£ Records reflecting rofl^mis; and/or 

g. Earns 1099, 1098 or back^^dfldxddhig documents. 

4. AlLdocumcrts pertaining to open or dosed investment or security custodian accounts, 
IRA, Keogh ar other retirement plans, including but not limited to: 


a Documents (e.g„ checks, debit memos, cssh in tickets, wires in) 
reflecting the means by which the securities were purchased; 

b. Documents (e.g., bank checks, credit memos, cash out tickets, 
wires out, etc.) reflecting disbursement of the proceeds of any 
.negotiated securities 

c. Confirmation slips; 

d Monthly statements; 

e. Payment receipts; 

£ Safekeeping records and logs; 

g. Receipts for receipt or delivery of securities; and/or 

h. Forms 1099, 1098 or back-up withholding documents 

5. The following records relating to all Cashier's Checks, Manager's Checks, Certified 
Checks, Bank Checks, Traveler's Checks, and Money Orders purchased and/or 
negotiated: 


a All records required to be maintained pursuant to 31 C.F.R. 103.24; 

b. Documents (e.g., checks, debit memos, cash in tickets, wires in) 
reflecting the means by which the checks or money orders were 
purchased; 

c. Documents (e.g., bank checks, credit memos cash out tickets, wires 
out, etc.,) reflecting disbursement of the proceeds of any negotiated 
checks or money orders; 

d Application for purchase of checks or money orders; and/or 

e. Retained copies of negotiated checks or money orders. 
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6. M documents pertaining to wire transfers sent and/or received by tbe Banque Indo- 
Suez, including but not limited to: 


a. F ed Wire, CHIPS 9 SWIFT, or other money transfer or message 
documents; 

b. Documents (e.g M checks, debit memos, cash in tickets, wires in) 
reflecting the source of the funds wired out; 

c. Documents (e^., bank checks, credit memos, cash out tickets, 
wires out) reflecting the ultimate disposition within tbe bank of tbe 
funds wired in; and/or 

<L Notes, memoranda or other writings pertaining to the sending or 

receipt of wire transfers. 

7. All CTR’ s (Form 4789) and CMIR* s (Form 4790) concerning currency transactions 
conducted by or on behalf of the Banque Indo-Suez, whether or not filed with the 
Department of Treasury, Internal Revenue Service or tbe United States Customs Service 
by the bank. 
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OMC MUNOfKD nriH QONQMCtt 

Congrtf* of tfie United fttate* 

ftoufc tt lirprrttitfattow 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM ANO OVERSIGHT 
2197 Raysurn House OWRC€ Binloimq 
Wasmnoton. DC 20515-6149 




July 9, 1997 


VIA FACSIMILE 002) 11±2M 

Mr. Lee J. Radek 
Office of Public Integrity 
Department of Justice 
P.O.Box 27518 
McPbenon Station 
Washington, D.C. 20038 


Dear Radek: 


Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, the 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight hereby req u ests certain records. 


(1) For the pupoees of this request, the word "record" or "records" shall include, but dull 
not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, typed, 
printed, re c orded, r e d acted or unr edacto d, transcribed, pun c he d, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and met u dea, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fehion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cabl e s , calendars, card files, 
c o m p ut e r disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings computer entries, computer 

documents* electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, masnuris, memoranda, 
'Tnemaget, minutes, notes, noti c e s , o p in ions, rh»t« nf plwig^ prett 

releases, recordings, reports, Rokxtexes, statements o f procedure and policy, studies, sum m aries, 
talking points, tapes, te l ephon e bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or 
rvirimrr of i ncomin g md outg o i ng telephone calls, telegrams, tfTT t t r ftpt s, «r wt y otiwr 

machine readable material of any sort whethe r prepared by cuneot or farmer employe es , ag e nts, 
c o n so nan ts or by any no U 'C mp loyB e without limitation. "Record" or "records** shall also include 
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ill other records; docu m ents, date and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this request, the terms "refer* or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or Is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This request calls for foe production of records, documents and compilations of data 
and infonnatioa that arc currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
linuted to, afl records which yira have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have a ccess, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have 
putm storage or anyone hat pot in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all doc u ment s to die present 

(4) The corgunctions "or* and “and" are to be read i nt e rchangeably in the manner fiiit 
gives this request foe broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this request shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge foal any requested record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, inckx&ng, but not limited to, identify the requested records, 
documents data or information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, 
depositor disposal 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any respoosive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document; data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Abo, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, do cu men t , compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This request is continuing in nature. Any record, doctaneot, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 


Requested Ileum 

I. A first generation, legible uapy of John Huang 1 * De partment of Commerce appointments 
calendar, with all pages included 
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2. First generation, legible copies of all of John Huang’s telephone logs and telephone 

message records. 

Please provide the requested items to the Committee by July 23, 1997. If you have any 
questions, please contact Investigative Counsel Alicemaiy Leach at 226*2299. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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U. S. Department ef Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of Aft Annan Aaoncy Oncnl 


Wtttkmtim. D.C 20530 


July 15 r 1997 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.s. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C* 20515 

Dear Nr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letter, dated May 23, 1997, which 
requested a copy of the deposition of Mr. John Dickerson, of the 
CIA's Office of Intelligence Liaison at the Department of 
Commerce, which was taken in a civil case. Judicial Watch. Inc, 
v. U.S. Department of Commerce . We understand that this request 
relates to the Committee's pending oversight investigation. 

Enclosed is a redacted copy of the transcript, which has 
been filed with the Court. In accordance with the usual third 
agency practice, we consulted with the CIA about the availability 
of the complete transcript, we were advised that the complete 
transcript is classified because it contains information that 
originated with the CIA and it is currently under seal in the 
pending litigation. Under these circumstances, we are referring 
your request to the CIA for direct response to the Committee. 

Z hope that this information is helpful . Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you would like additional assistance 
regarding this or any 


Assistant Attorney General 

cc: Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Nesber 

Robert Caudle 
Chief, Litigation Section 
Office of the General Counsel 
Central Intelligence Agency 
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11. S. Department of Jastke 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of Se Antal* Attorney GeoeraJ 


Wsskkgtm, D.C 20530 


July 15/ 1997 


Honorable Dam Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S . House of Representatives 
Washington/ D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letter, dated July 8, 1997, which 
requests certain documents relating to the Committee's oversight 
investigation. Specifically/ you requested copies of pleadings 
and a deposition transcript in a tax refund came relating to the 
Stephens Group/ which is pending in the U.S. Court of Pederal 
Claims . 

Enclosed is a copy of the deposition transcript in response 
to your request. We are still in the process of collecting the 
pleadings in the case amd will supplement this response to you as 
soon as possible. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like 
additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 



Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosure 

cc: Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U. S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of ike Asstaot Attorney General 


WuMntKm. D.C. 20530 


July 15, 1997 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to the Committee's subpoena, dated July 8 , 
1997, for records relating to the Banque Indosuez in connection 
with the Committee's oversight investigation. 

Enclosed are records responsive to the subpoena. Several 
documents have been withheld in their entirety based upon the 
Right to Financial Privacy Act, 12 U.S.C. 3420(a)(2), and/or Rule 
6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. There also are 
redactions in some of the enclosed records based upon Rule 6(e). 
Additionally, the enclosed records implicate individual privacy 
interests and may be covered by the Privacy Act, although they 
are provided to the Committee in accordance with 5 U.S.C. 

552a (b) (9) . We request that the Committee treat them with the 
sensitivity that they deserve. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like 



Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosures 

cc: Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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ONE HUNDRED RPTHOONQRCn 

Congress of tfje ®ntteb States; 

%mu rt Stpreftstatfe* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 FUvmjnn House Office Buunno 
Waehmqton, DC 20615-0143 



July 23, 1997 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
10th and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C 20530 


Dear General Reno: 


On May 16, 1997, the Department of Justice entered into a plea agreement with Gene a nd 
NoraLum. The plea agreement gave them immunity from criminal prosecution in exchange for 
their cooperation with the Department's investigation into allegations of violations of campaign 
finance and related criminal laws. Nonetheless, in response to a July 18, 1997 inquiry by this 
C ommitt ee, the Department advised that it opposes granting the Luats complete co ngressional 
immunity as well as congressional immunity identical to the immunity already granted by the 
Department 

In light of die importance to the Committee and the American people of ob taining the 
Linns’ testimony, I respectfully request that you explain to the Committee, by July 25, 1997, and 
in writing, why the Department opposes a congressional g ran t of immunity identical to the 
immunity alrcaity granted by the Department 



cc: All Members, House Covenant 

Reform and Overright Committee 
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U. S. Dep artm e nt of Justice 


Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of a Ass&suk Attorney General 


mMkkpm.D C 205 » 

July 24, 1997 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to a Committee staff request for copies of 
phone messages and schedules of Webster Hubbell in connection 
with the Committee's oversight investigation. Enclosed are the 
copies of the phone messages and schedules which are responsive 
to this request. 

Many of these messages and/or schedules may implicate the 
personal privacy interests of Mr. Hubbell and other individuals. 
We understand that the Committee appreciates the sensitivity of 
this material and will safeguard it accordingly. 


I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you would like additional assistance 
regarding this or any other matter. 



Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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ONE HUMMED RRW CONGRESS 

Congress of rtjt ®niteb States 

ftaafe •! EtprtttntatiM 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bukjmmr 
Washmgton, DC 20515-6143 



August 1, 1997 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W, 
Washington, D.C. 20530 



Via Facsimile: 514-9149 


Dear General Reno: 


On July 15, 1997, Assistant Attorney General Andrew Pots wrote me in response to a 
July &, 1997, House Government Reform and Oversight Committee subpoena for records relating 
to the Basque Indosuee. In hit letter he indicated flat the Department Is withholding responsive 
documents “based on the Right to Financial Privacy Act, 12 U.S.C. 3420 (a)(2) aod/or Rule 6(e) 
of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure." 


I would appreciate your providing the Committee with a log of the documents which the 
D epart ment is withholding under the Right to Financial Privacy Actor Rule 6(e) of die Federal 
Rales of Criminal Proeedoo. The log should contain a description of document, including its 
dale, contents, source or origin, and the reason for withholding it Furthermore, I would 


■ pprur ii iQ vnnr pmvufiwf Urn riwimilW wMi nf llig T^ewyt m enf** Hriafk in I Initad Sftateg 

Jury Mo 21 -l Miami. 833 F2d 1438 (1987). Pfeme produce the requested 
items to die Committee by August 6, 1997. 


Thuk you for yom attention to thfomipoitMt matter. 



cc : The Honorable Henry W« 
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U. S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistxm Attorney General 


Washington, D.C 20530 

s 1997 


The Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

We have received your letter requesting first -generation 
copies of certain documents originated within the united States 
Department of Commerce. As we have advised in discussions with 
your Committee staff, we have referred this matter to the 
Department of Commerce, which will be prepared to furnish the 
requested documents. 

Thank you for bringing your request to our attention. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if we can be of further 
assistance with regard to this or any other matter. 

%c% 

Andrew Fois 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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ONE HUMORED FWTK CONGRESS 

Congress of tfie ftiuteb Stated 

ftoiaft of fctprefrtitatitot* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM ANO OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bukjdmg 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

JJwm M«HPi 


August 7, 1997 



Via Facsimile (202) 514-9149 A U.S. Mail 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Depaitment of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

On May 12, 1997, the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
requested various records from the U.S. Department of Commerce Inspector General regarding 
an inquiry by that office into certain matters relating to the late Commerce Secretary Ronald R 
Brown. On May 21, 1997, the Committee received a letter from Frauds D. DeGeorge, Inspector 
General of the Department of Commerce, declining the Committee's request The Committee 
then subpoenaed those and other documents on May 30, 1997. 

The Committee was informed in a June 9 letter from Inspector General DeGeorge that the 
Depaitment of Justice (“DOJ”) directed him not to disdose certain responsive documents 
pending discussions between your staff and the Committee's staff. The Committee's exercise of 
legitimate oversight should not be suspended because the DOJ is also interested in the 
documents. It has been over two months since the Committee's first request to the Co m merce 
Inspector General. 

The documents in question were originated in the offices of the Commerce Inspector 
General. While 1 understand that these documents may be of interest to DOJ's ongoing 
investigation, there is no doubt that a large number of documents the Committee has subpoenaed 
or requested and received from the Commerce Department, the White House, and other agencies 
also may relate to ongoing investigations. Congress has a separate and distinct role in 
investigating possible misconduct in government agencies that should not be obstructed. 
Congress and this Committec should not be delayed in investigating misfeasance, malfeasance, 
or maladministration. 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
August 7, 1997 
Page Two 


I am writing the Inspector General of die Department of Commerce requesting that he 
fully comply with the Committee’s May 30, 1997 subpoena duces tecum no Utter than August 1 1, 
1997. If you have any questions regarding this matter, your staff should contact William 
Moscbefla of my staff at 202-225-5074. 


Thank you for your attention to tins important i 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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Congress of t fit flniteti totates 

UMttoffttpHtttfatibt* 

COMMITTEE ON OOVEMMEMT flffORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2187 ftenum Home Oma Buuma 
Wtowotot OC 28*18-8143 



AuguM 11, 1997 



ViiFM^cgtt2U14-9149&tfAAM 

Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United Stales Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W* 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

On July 15, 1997* Assistant Attorney General Andrew Foie wrote me in response to a 
Inly t, 1997* House Government Reform and Oversight Committee subpoena for records relating 
to Ihe Braque Indosuez. In bis letter he indicated tetheDepaitn^of Jus^ 
uritofaolding icspoasive document "based on toe Rigfr to Financial Ptiu^ Act* 12 U.S.C. 3420 
(aX2) and/or Rife 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure.* 

On August 1, 1997, 1 wrote to you requesting that you provide* by August 6, 1997* toe 
Committee with a log of toe documents yon have decided to withhold from toe Conmittee. I 
abo requested copies of two DQJ court brie$, both public documents, to be delivered to toe 

TheCoanuttoe takes iteovetriglttrespoosibaitoaeriou^ and does not issue subpoenas 
to toe Department of Justioe without thoughtful conskbutioQ and good saaBon. I trait tout you 
give such s ub poenas and other mfonu u fl o o requests toe a tt en ti on toey deserve . I would 
apprecuUs your coopcrabop by pro duc i n g toe r e qu ested iteais to the Co mmitte e innadi ate l y. If 
your staff has any questions about tois matter, they should contact toe Wiffiam MoscbeUaoftbe 
Committee staff at 202-225-5074. 



cc: Hie Honotabie HevyWi 
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Kanchanalak, Boonchob 
Kanchanalak, Chupong 
Kanchanalak, Pauline 

a.k.a. Pompimol Kanchanalak 
Kanchanalak, Praitun 
Kroncnberg, Duangnet 

a.k.a. Duangnet G. Kanchanalak 
a.k.a. Georgie Kroncnberg 
Kronenberg, Roger Phillip 
Kusnadi, Melissa 
Kwan, Mary 
Lano-Utomo, Jujung J. 

Li, Yiping 
Lin, Fu Qiang 
Lin, Jiang-Ling 
Loutchansky, Grigori 
Matsukata, Nao 
Ong, Bie Chuan 
Riady, James 
Riady, Aileen 
Sieong, Ted 

aka Wong, Sioeng San 
Setiawan, Agus 
Shao, Zhengkang 
Silva, Herran 
Su, Yongli 
Sugita, David 
Sund, Joseph 
Tamraz, Roger 
Tanaka, Yoshia 
Tashima, Cindy K. 

Tirtadji, Roy 
Trie, Wang-Mei 
Wang, Nina 
Wang, Xiping 
White, Virginia H. 

Yeh, David T. 

Yuanyi, Lao 

aka Lao, Yunyi 
aka Lao, Yuanyi 
Zhan, Keshi 
Zhang, Ying 
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Please produce the requested items to the Committee by Monday, August 25, 1997. If 
you have any questions, please contact the Committee’s Chief Investigative Counsel, Barbara J. 
Comstock on (202) 225-5074, Senior Investigative Counsel Tim Griffin on (202) 225-5074, or 
Senior Investigator for International Affairs Dr. Jay Jakub on (202) 226-2299. 


Sincerely, 




Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 


Page 3 
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l). S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Animat Attorney Geaenl 


W*skbtt *m, D.C. 20S30 

September 11, 1997 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing in response to your letter regarding your 
Committee's wish to obtain certain documents relating to the late 
Secretary of Commerce, Ronald H. Brown, which are in the 
possession of the United States Department of Commerce, Office of 
Inspector General. We have advised that Office that the 
documents which you have not already received may be released to 
your Committee. Your staff should contact that Office directly 
to arrange to obtain the documents. 

Thank you for writing, and please do not hesitate to contact 
me if we can be of further assistance with this or any other 
matter. 



Andrew Pois 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 

The Honorable Prances DeGeorge 
Inspector General 
Department of Commerce 




726 



ONE HUNDRED ftFTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfjc WniteU States 

fcotrtt o! fteprMtttjtafftM 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM ANO OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office 6uum« 
Wasnmotok DC 20515-6143 




September 17, 1997 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 

Pursuant to the enclosed letter from Chairman Burton and 
Ranking Minority Member ftaxman of the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight, requesting your position on immunity for the 
witnesses, Manlin Foung, Joseph Landon and David Nang, please find 
enclosed information on two of these three witnesses. Faith Burton 
of your office has been advised that we will supplement this when 
we receive further information concerning Joseph Landon which 
should be within the next few hours. 

Thank you for your immediate attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Richard D. Bennett 
Chief Counsel 


Enclosure 


cc: Lee Radek, Esq. 

Chief, Public Integrity Section, OOJ 


Faith Burton, Esq. 

Senior Counsel, Office of Legislative Affairs, DOJ 


Kenneth M. Ballen, Esq. 

Chief Minority Counsel 

Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
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ONE MUNOflCO FIFTH CONGRESS 

(Congress of tfje Untteb States 

ftoutft of Jfceprtfentatitott 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bulomg 
Washmoton. DC 20515-6143 


September 17, 1997 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

The House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight may consider resolutions 
directing the House General Counsel to apply for orders, pursuant to 18U.S.C. §§ 6002 and 
6005, immunizing from use in prosecutions testimony and other information provided by Manlin 
-Foung, Joseph Landon, and David Wang at proceedings before orencillary to the Committee. 

We respectfully request that you expeditiously provide the Committee with your position 
with regard to such Committee action. 


Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 



Chairman Ranking Minority Member 
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David Wang 



Manlin Foung 



Joseph R . Landon 
SSN : 

DOB: 
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U. S. Department of Justice 

Criminal Division 


Offke of the Assistant Attorney General Washington. D.C. 20530 

September 18, 1997 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Re: Manlin Foung, Joseph Landon and David Wang 

Dear Chairman Burton and Congressman Waxman: 

This is in response to the Government Reform and Oversight 
Committee’s request of September 17, 1997, for the position of 
the Department of Justice on the Committee’s intention to request 
a United States District Court to grant immunity to Manlin Foung, 
Joseph Landon and David Wang and to order those persons to 
testify first in depositions taken by Committee staff and then 
publicly before the Committee. The Department does not object to 
the Committee requesting the Court to grant immunity to those 
persons and compel them to testify. The Department also hereby 
waives the requirement of 18 U.S.C. I 6005(b)(3) that the 
Committee provide the Justice Department with ten days’ advance 
notice of its intention to seek immunity orders for Ms. Foung and 
Messrs. Landon and Wang and compel their testimony. In addition, 
the Justice Department does not intend to exercise its authority 
under 16 U.S.C. § 6005(c) to file applications with the District 
Court for deferrals of no more than twenty days in the Court’s 
issuance of immunity orders for Ms. Foung and Messrs. Landon and 
Wang. 


We understand that if, after deposing any of these 
witnesses, the Committee decides not to have a particular witness 
testify in a public hearing, the Committee will seal that 
witness’s deposition in order to ensure that his or her 
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statements during the deposition are not released to the public 
or the government. Doing so would help reduce Kastigar problems 
in any subsequent criminal prosecutions. 

Please contact me if I may provide any additional 
information. 

Sincerely# 


Mark M Richard 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 
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U.S. DqaitneM of Jvrtfcc 
Federal Bureau of hvo(i|MiOQ 


Withi^nna. D. C. 20P3 

September 22# 1997 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
House of Representatives 
Washington# D.C. 20535 

Dear Chairman Burton# 

^Enclosed is a Macintosh CD ROM# which you and Director 
Freeh discussed and which contains all the information retrieved 
from the March F Eu# computer hard drive. 

This information is provided pursuant to the request 
from you on behalf of your Committee. 

If I can be of any further assistance# please do not 
hesitate to call. 


Sincerely yours 



ood 

of Public and 
Congressional Affairs 
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ONE HUMMED FIFTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tf)E tHniteb States 

S?ou«f of lUprtfentatibtf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM ANO OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayurn House Once Bulmnq 
Washwoton, DC 20515-6143 




September 26, 1997 


Honorable Doris Meissner 

Commissioner, UJS. Immigration and Naturalization Service 

Chester A. Arthur Building 

Suite 7100 

425 Eye Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20536 

Dear Ms. Meissner, 

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight is conducting an investigation into foreign contributions 
to the Democratic National Committee, other alleged campaign fundraising abuses, questionable 
contributions made to the President’s legal defense fund and/or the legal defense funds of 
administration officials and/or misuse of agency resources, and related matters arising out of 
these areas. 

Please conduct a search of your agency’s Manual Records and a search of the following 
databases maintained by your agency: CIS, STSC, NIIS, Claims, and RAP for the following 
individuals. The committee is interested in obtaining all the information the INS possesses on 
die listed individuals, including, but not limited, to the contents of any Alien Registration files 
and all automated records of Arrival/Departure Record(s) (Form 1-94). 


Name 

CHEN, Ming 
CHU, Yuc Fang 
ELNITLARTA, Jessica G. 
GAN, TiangHna 
HUANG, Jane Wing 

a/k/a Jane Wing Soo HOO 
HUANG, John 


Alien Registration Number 
DOB (Tf Known! 
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Please call Robert Rohibaugh at (202) 226-2299 if you have any questions regarding this request 
Very truly yours, 

Richard D. Bennett 
Chief Counsel 


cc: Kenneth Ballen, Esq. 
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U.S. Department of Ju 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


October 9, 1997 


The Honormble Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Coos&ittee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

United. States House of Representatives 
Washington. DC 20515 

Dear Nr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your inquiry regarding the potential 
testimony of Bora end Gene Lum, who pled guilty to campaign 
finance violations, and who were recently sentenced in United 
States District Court. As you are aware, the Department of 
Justice entered into an agreement with the Lums In Nay 1997 in 
which they agreed to plead guilty, but which did not immunise the 
Duns from further investigation or prosecution. Zn fact, while 
the agreement indicated that the Lums could no longer be 
prosecuted for campaign financing violations! it specifically 
provided that the Department of Justice would continue to 
investigate the Luma* financial dealings, and we are currently 
pursuing that investigation along with agents from the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation and the Internal Revenue Service. 

The Lums* plea agreament was carefully negotiated and 
drafted to protect the continuing criminal investigation. As a 
result, the agreement stated that the Lums would continue to have 
their Fifth Amendment privileges, and they were not compelled to 
testify or provide information. Xn fact, rather than immunising 
the Lums* statements, the plea agreement specifically stated that 
the Department of Justice could use their statements to gather 
leads in the continuing investigation. 

You have indicated that the committee on Gov e r n ment Reform 
end Oversight would like to obtain testimony from the Lums, but 
that the Lum have indicated that they will aeeert their Fifth 
Amendment privileges and refuse to testify. As ws have 
previously informed the Commit tea, any effort to cospel the Lums* 


N8/SM1 
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testimony at this time, or to grant iamunity to tha Luma, would 
cause various and irreparable harm to tha ongoing criminal 
investigation . If tha Uum ware compelled to testify before the 
Consult tee, all Information that the government and its witnesses 
subsequently gathered in the investigation could fes tainted, as 
tha Court of Appeals found in United States v. North . and that 
taint would present a virtually insurmountable barrier to further 
prosecution. 

You have inquired whether a more limited grant of immunity 
by Congress would alleviate our concerns, unfortunately, tha 
applicable statutory framework does not permit a limited grant of 
immunity. Once a witness is compelled to testify under 1$ U.S.C. 
S COOS, all of tha witness's testimony, and all avidenca that 
flows from that testimony, is fully immunized. Immunised 
witnesses then have a strong incentive to make statements during 
tha course of any compelled testimony that would taint the on- 
going investigation. In thesa circumstances, there is no 
statutory mechanism in place to compel the Luna' testimony 
without harming the continuing investigation. 

We hope that this information la helpful to the Committee. 
Please contact us if we can be of further assistance in this or 
any other matter. 



Andrew Pols 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Karmen 

Hanking Minority Member 

All Members, House Government Hefozm 
and Oversight Committee 


67 356 *60 


caa/CMfi 
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ONE HUMMED AFT* CONGRESS 

Cottgrtftf of tfje ©nittb States; 

£oaft if ftepnftntatilKf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Raybunn House Office BunjOMQ 
Washington, DC 20615-6143 




October 15, 1997 


The Honorable Louis J. Freeh 

Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 

J. Edgar Hoover Building 

9th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535 

Re: White House Coffee Videotapes 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
Subpoena Duces Tecum dated March 4, 1997 

Dear Director Freeh: 

On October 9, 1997, Staff from this Committee and I met with 
Charles F.C. Ruff, Counsel to the President, and members of his 
staff at the White House to discuss the timely turnover of the 
referenced videotapes and other material specified in the subpoena 
dated March 4, 1997. At that time, Mr. Ruff advised that he hoped 
to have this material available for turnover to this Committee by 
today. Mr. Ruff further advised that pursuant to a Grand Jury 
subpoena from the Federal Bureau of Investigation ("FBI") dated 
October 8, 1997, his office intends to turn over the original 
master tapes and logs to the FBI today in order for the originals 
to be enhanced at the Engineering Section, FBI, Quantico, Virginia. 
This Committee would greatly appreciate an enhanced copy of the 
unedited originals. Inasmuch as a great deal of valuable 
investigation time has already passed, we would appreciate this 
material as soon as the FBI's Engineering Section can complete the 
enhancement and get copies to us. 
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Honorable Louis J. Freeh 
October 15, 1997 
Page Two 


If there are problems or issues that we are unaware of 
concerning your compliance with this request, please contact me at 
(202} 225-5074 as soon as possible so that these problems or issues 
can be addressed. 


Respectfully yours, 

Richard D. Bennett 
Chief Counsel 


cc: Charles F.C. Ruff, Esq. 

Counsel to the President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Kenneth H. Ballen, Esq. 
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v. a. ucpamnem ot justice 
Office of LegisUtive Affairs 


Office of die Aiusim Asoracy Ccnctii 


IttaftMfKm. D.C. 20530 


October 21, 1997 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Burton: 

This is in response to your letter of October 15, 1997, to 
the Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation {FBI) ,. Louis 
Freeh, regarding videotapes of White House coffees. You stated 
that you understood that on October 14 the White House would 
deliver the master tapes of the coffees to the Campaign Financing 
Task Force and that the FBI would then enhance the unedited 
master tapes in order to make conversations easier to understand 
and reduce background noise. You requested that the Task Force 
promptly provide the Committee with copies of the enhanced tapes. 

By this letter, I am transmitting to you copies of the 
enhanced versions of the tapes of 13 White House coffees that the 
FBI determined needed electronic enhancement in order to be more 
intelligible. The tapes of those coffees were found on 39 master 
tapes, of what appears to be a total of 44 different White House 
coffees, that the White House provided the Task Force on October 
14. Also enclosed is a brief description of the enhancement 
process and an index listing the tapes that were enhanced. 

It is import amt to note that the enclosed tapes do not 
include any of the approximately 100 hours of videotapes that the 
White House provided the Task Force on October 16. We understand 
that the White House also provided the Committee with copies of 
those videotapes arnd, should the FBI obtain the masters of those 
tapes and make any enhancements from the masters, we will provide 
the Committee with copies of those enhancements as well. 
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Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of 
additional assistance. 



Andrew Fois 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U. S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 

Office of die Assistant Attorney General Washing*)*. D.C. 20530 

October 21, 1997 



The Honorable Fred Thompson 
Chairman 

Committee on Governmental Affairs 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 20510 

Dear Chairman Thompson: 

On October 15, 1997, the Chairman of the House Government 
Reform and Oversight Committee wrote to the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) , Louis Freeh, regarding 
videotapes of White House coffees. Chairman Burton stated that 
he understood that on October 14 the White House would deliver 
the master tapes of the coffees to the Campaign Financing Task 
Force and that the FBI would then enhance the unedited master 
tapes in order to make conversations easier to understand and 
reduce background noise. Chairman Burton requested that the Task 
Force promptly provide the Committee with copies of the enhanced 
tapes . 

By this letter, I am transmitting to you duplicate copies of 
the tapes that we have provided to Chairman Burton in response to 
his letter. Those tapes contain the enhanced versions of the 
tapes of 13 White House coffees that the FBI determined needed 
electronic enhancement in order to be more intelligible. The 
tapes of those coffees were found on 39 master tapes, of what 
appears to be a total of 44 different White House coffees, that 
the white House provided the Task Force on October 14. Also 
enclosed is a brief description of the enhancement process and an 
index listing the tapes that were enhanced. 

It is inport ant to note that the enclosed tapes do not 
include any of the approximately 100 hours of videotapes that the 
White House provided the Task Force on October 16. We understand 
that the White House also provided the Committee with copies of 
those videotapes and, should the FBI obtain the masters of those 
tapes and make any enhancements from the masters, we will provide 
the Committee with copies of those enhancements as well. 
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Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of 
additional assistance. 



Andrew Fois 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable John Glenn {with enclosures) 

Ranking Minority Member 

Chairman Dan Burton (without enclosures) 

House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
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ONi NUWMD WIM OQNQn 

_Cpngrtt» of the Mnit rb frtatt* 

ftoott of BtfrKtntaMKf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2187fUvaumi House Omcc Bulomo 
W am h o ton, DC 20619-6143 


October 22, 1997 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20510 


Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, the 
Committee on Go v er n men t Reform and Oversight hereby requests certain records. 


1. For the purposes of this request, the word M reconT or M records” shall include, but shall 
not be limited to, any and all origmals and identical copies of any Hem whether written, typed, 
printed, r e co r d ed , red a cted or unredacted, tra n s cri bed, punched, taped, film ed , g ra phi c ally 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, fort is not 

limited to, any writim, rep r od u ct io n, trans cri ption, photograph, or video or audio recording, 

produced or stored in my fashion, including any and aU activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
tnnoanccnicnts, ^ppoiotiDCfll books^ ojslou^b^ twllctim ctkodvii csvdi 

computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, contracts, eatwnal and intem al correspo n dence^ diagrams, duties, 
docun>srm,ele ctmnk mad (e> mafl) ,facamiiks, journal entries, let ters , manuals, nieni o cm da , 
messages , minules, notes, notices, opimons, stateaaen l » or darts of offamzatioruplani, prase 
salaams, lecordmg^ mporta, R d ode xe a, statements of proceAue and fuilicy, studies, su n ua sties. 


1 of any sort whether prepared by cunant or 
i m by any non-emptoyee without hnribaioUL "Record” or "moord^* shall also 


2. For I 


'as to say 
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with, or it in iny maimer whatsoever pcrtmei* to fari ofi ng butnot Bm to dl p - 

records concerning the preparation of other records. 

3. This request calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have 
put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a tune period is specifically 
identified, the request includes aD documents to the present 

4. The conjunctions “or* and “and" are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this request the broadest reading. 


5. No records, documents, data or information called for by this request shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to die Committee. 

6. If you have knowledge that any request record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the request records, documents data or information and 
provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

7. When invoking a privilege or any other reason as a ground for withholding any 
responsive record, document, data or information as a ground lor wifobolding such record, 
document, data or information, list each record, document, compilation of data or information by 
date, type, addressee, author (and if different, the preparer and signatory), general subj ect matter, 
and indicated or known circulation. Also, indicate the privilege or reason asserted with respect 
to each record, document, compilation of data or information in snffkaent detail to ascertain the 
validity of foe claim of privilege or other reason. 

8. This request is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

9. Please provide a printed and, where possible, an electronic version of records. 
Electronic information may be stored on 3 % inch diskettes in ASCII format. In addition, please 
provide the Committee*! Minority staff with an identical copy of all records provided. 
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Please provide the Committee with the following: 

1. With regard to any investigation conducted by the FBI during 199C * 1993 concerning 
alleged illegal campaign financing activities in the state of Hawaii, please provide the Committee 
with *11 records, including but not limited to prosecutorial memo ran da and FBI investigative 
wporta5(3Q2 , s)iiclatipg totheXuana Hills Country Chib; Royal Hawaiian; Hawaiian Riviera; KI 

A Consultant Corp; Gal Pacific International, Inc. 

2. With regard touny investigation conducted by the FBI during 1990 - 1993 concerning 
alleged illegal ca mp ai gn financing activities in the state of Hawaii, please provide the Committee 
with *11 rwrartk, including but not limited to prosecutorial memoranda, FBI investigative reports 
(302*$), and surveillance recordings and/or surveillance transcripts, reports, or notes, relating to 
Nora T. Lum, Gene K.H. Lum, Trisha Lum, Niclrie Lum, Maxine Lum, former Governor John 
Waihec, Honolulu City Councilman Leigh-Wai Doo, Hiroshi KobayaaU, Ren Hayasfaida, Frank 
Fasi, William Paly, Charles Chidiac, Kathy Nqjima, Tong Soo Chung, and Wally Lean. 

3. All racowk related to FBI case “Mercury Action 1 94A-HN-954 1," and FBI case filet 
numbers “194A-HN-9541" and W 194A-HN-10020.” 

4. All audio tapes recorded by Ron Miller and subpoenaed in August 1997 and currently in 
the te mp orary custody of the FBI office in Oklahoma City, OK. 


Please produce the requested items to the Committee by October 29, 1997. Also, please 
provide document logs which indicate each document's Bates number; author, description, and 
source file. If you have any questions, please contact Investigative Counsel, Aikemary Leach at 
226-2299. 



cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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October 23, 1997 

Louis J. Freeh, Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

J. Edgar Hoover Building 

9* Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20333 


Dear Mr. Freeh: 


1 am writing to request the FBI to produce certain photographs to the 
Committee. It has come to the Committee’s attention that the FBI possesses original 
negatives of a number of photographs taken at the February 19, 1996 Asian-American 
Democratic National Committee fundraiser by Larry Glenn of “Photo-Op.” The FBI 
obtained these photographs from Mr. Glenn on March 15, 1997. Please produce 8” x 10” 
prints of all of these photographs to the Committee by October 30, 1997. 

If you have any questions about this request, please contact the 
Committee's Chief Investigative Counsel, Barbara Comstock, at (202) 223-5074. Thank 
you fin your cooperation. 



Chairman 


ONE HUNDRED BFW CONGRESS 
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Congress of tfie ©nittb States 

&Mt •( SiprtMrtatAiM • 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buuxng 
WA8MNQTON. DC 20515-6143 


October 2 S, 1997 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
1 0th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

The White House and the Democratic National Committee have withheld many documents 
from the Government Reform and Oversight Committee (the “Committee”) under the guise of 
privilege. As you arc aware, it is time-consaming to resolve claims of privilege, and it is my view 
tha t such claims, casually made, are abusive. 


With this in mind, I would like your view on one issue involving a potential conflict of 
interest between the Department of Justice's participation in the lawsuit over a pr op o s ed Indian 
casino in Hudson, Wisconsin, and this Committee’s August 21, 1997, subpoena to the White 
House for documents pertaining to this matter. We have been conducting an investigation of fie 
alleged improper influence brought to bear on the casino permitting process for many months, and 
it has become clear in the last few weeks th* a number of significant documents had been withheld 
from this Committee. 

According to an October 21, 1 997, article in the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel^ United States 
Attorney Peg Lautenschlager stated that decisions to claim privilege regarding a number of White 
House documents were made after “a group of Justice Department attorneys in Washington and 
Madison reviewed records.” A preliminary review of these records fay Committee attorneys leads 
me to conclude that any claim of privilege for most of these documents is not well-grounded ia 
law. If this is the case, it appears that Department of Justice lawyers may have been involved m an 
effort that either purposefully or indirectly has kept important documents from Congressional 
investigators, private litigators and the Department of Justice task force investigating campaign 
fin a nc e improprieties. 


I would be gratefUl if you provided answers to the following questions: 

(1) Did Department of Justice attorneys have any input into the derision to assert 
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claims of privilege regarding any documents pertaining to the Hudson Dog Track 
litigation? 

(2) if the answer is yes, what was their recommendation? 

(3) if recommendations were made, do you agree with them? 

(4) Did Department of Justice attorneys working on the special campaign finance 
investigation task force review these documents? If not, were they aware that 
privileges had been claimed and did they make an effort to contest the claims of 
privilege? 

(5) This Committee recently received documents (attached) for which claims of 
privilege were not made. 1 am attempting to determine why these documents were 
not turned over to this Committee at an earlier date. Did the Department of Justice 
campaign finance task force have access to these documents prior to October 22, 

! 997, and if so, when did they obtain these documents? 

In addition, 1 request that you provide a list of every Department of Justice attorney or 
employee involved in the decision to assert claims of privilege in this matter, and the names of all 
Department of Justice attorneys or employees who have reviewed any documents pertaining to this 
matter. Furthermore, 1 would like your views on whether there is a conflict between the 
investigators on the special campaign finance task force looking into this matter, and the attorneys 
at the Department who are representing the Administration's interests m the civil lawsuit alleging 
improper Administration influence. 

Thank you for your attention to these matters. I would appreciate a response by Tuesday, 
November 4, 1997. 





cc: The Honorable Henry Waxxnan 
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MEMORANDUM 
August 3, 1995 


Ms. Loretta Avert 
Special Assistant* to (be Ftesttert 
for Inteigov 


TO: 


FROM: Arlyn Ackley, Sr. 

Tribal Chairman 
Sokaogon Chippewa Community 



RE* Disapproval of Hudson Application for Trust Status 


We have been able to obtain information from the Department of the Interior's 
Indian Gaming Office that their staff people disagreed with the disapproval of our trust 
application signed by Michael Anderson of the Department of Interior. 

An niy information indicates that Interior’s staff was disappointed and completely 
disagreed with this decision. In fret, and I quote "there was no red evidence to support 
disapproval*. The staff tells vs that the people who made die final decision did notfrilow$ 
20 of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act of 1988. Thrtthb derision was purely a 
discrctionary-Zpriitkal one. 

In the letter, Mr. Anderson stated that there was a problem with the St Oort 
Waterway. However, the staff tegs us (hat this small issue could have been explained but we 
were not given the opportunity to respood to this. 

The Department of the Interior staff indicated to us that they could not find anything 
detrimental in our application cither to n e ar by tribes or to nuwa% communities. 
Moreover, Mr. Anderson states that this property acquisition would be detrimental to a 
nearby tribe. 

4 Another quote from the Department's staff was "What is the point of {20 if not to 
be helpful to remote Iribert". They indicted to usihat the extr aor di n ary thirty (30) day 
period that was provided «q our oppooerts which allowed them to submit an additional 


COP 069073 
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economic study did not provide my substantial infonmtfxxi.thac would point to the proposed 
facility being detrimental to the surrounding communities or tribes. They commented that 
there are two criteria. One - it should be in the best interest of the Indian tribe (applicant). 
Two - Could not be detrimental to the surrounding communities or nearby tribes. Their 
indication to us is that they were both disappointed and that they disagreed with the 
disapproval of the trust application. 

As the Chairman of my tribe I must protest the Department of the Interior's 
treatment of our application for the placing of the Hudson Dog Tkach into bust status. The 
Minneapolis BIA Area Director and staff followed the letter of the taw in approving our 
application. The Department of the Interior's stafT (per our information) also careliilly 
followed the criteria set out in (he Indian Gaming Regulatory Act However, the people who 
made the final decision did not 

Finally, if I may leitente these points which we were able to obtain. (Locena, they 
were taken from a telephone cooveradon, therefore repetitious and redundant.) 

1. Staff was disappointed; 

2. Derision makers did not fully consider Section 20 IGRA; 

3. Staff disagreed with decision; 

4. No veal evidence; 

5. St Croix waterway question could easily be addressed (We were not 
'given an opportunity to do so.); 

6. Staff didn’t want to set national precedent of a tribe rejecting another 
tribe’s application; 

7. Staff didn't want to set a national precedent of a c omm u nit y rejecting a 
tribe's application - 6 and 7 would have to be det ri menta l; 

8. Decision makers were worried about being second guessed by the 
Governor; 

9. What is the part of best 20, IGRA if not to beiped •remote* tribes?; 

10. Political, not factual decision; and . 

11. Staff could not find anything detrimental to the nearby communities or 
tribes. 


COP 069074 
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Aiitut 17. I»J 


URGENT— URGENT— URCSKT—URC^NT 
MEMORANDUM FOR LORETTA T. AVENT 

FROM: AJ>sh* AC ' 

MS: Hudson 




Dwayne Demcicson called and expressed deep concern lor die issue his tribe faces on 
bchdfof Chairman Arfya Ackley . Hie Chaiiman k looting for a response to (heir issue. 
Chairman Ackley is hoping yon will he able to provide some guidance widtia die next few 
days because of the fact that he is planned to ike his tribal council as well as his tribal 
community and Is expected to have some answers regarding he Hudson case. 

Dwayne talked about the importance of this issue being brought to closure. He used 
the words, Tf fhts tssue canH he resolved, diea we will have to go to the press, courts, or to 
the opposition!". 

They wfll be in town next week and were hoping to meet with you. I told them that I 
expected you to be on travel, but tor them to check hack with me late today or tomorrow. 

Dwayne said that Chairman Addcy harder asks hr bdp, hot in this case tbgr are 
hoping that you will be abtelo provide them with some answers; Flense advise 


EOF 0*9075 
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ONE MUMMED RPlMCOMMCSt 

Congress of tfje Vniteb fotates 

ftottfr of ftqntttntatibrt 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rav*mn House Office Simons 
Washmqtom. OC 20515-6143 




October 30, 1997 


Mr. Lee J. Rad* 

Office of Public Integrity 
Dep artm ent of Justice 
P.O.Box 27515 
McPherson Station 
Washington, D.C. 20038 


Dear Mr. Rad*: 


Attached is the document request I described in my voice mail message of last we* The 
Committee requests a first generation photocopy of Jude Kearney’s calendars and telephone 
messages. The copies the Committee has received from the Department of Commerce are 
illegible and your office bolds the originals of these documents. 


The Committee sent a similar request to your office in July for a first generation 
photocopy of John Huang's calendars and telephone messages. Die Office of Special Matters in 
the General Counsel’s Office at the Department of Commerce his requested that we handle ihk 
request in this manner. 


If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 226-2299. Thank you for 
your assistance on this matter. 



Investigative Counsel 
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QNlNIMNfifriMOONMMI 

Cotigrttftf of tfje ®nittti States! 

feraft of fttprtfmtatfet* 

COMMTTfEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office t u w n 
Washmqtom, DC 20516-614$ 




October 30, 1997 


VIA FACSIMILE (202) 514-3003 

Mr. Lee J. Radek 
Office of Public Integrity 
Department of Justice 
P. O. Box 27518 
McPherson Station 
Washington, D.C. 20038 


Dear Mr. Radek: 


Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, the 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight hereby requests certain records. 

Definitions and Inatmctkina 

(1) For the proposes of this inquest, the word "record" cc ''records* shall include, but shall 
not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, typed, 
printed, recorded, redacted or anredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
a nn o un cements, a pp o i nt ment books, briefing m a teri als, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawipgs, computer e ntrie s , computer 
printouts, computer tapes, eartemsl sad internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, disks, 
documents, electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, me m oran da , 
messages, ntmnt^K, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press 
releases, recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, 
talking points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or 
evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, t ra n scrip t s , or any other 
machine readable material of ny sort whether prepared by cunent or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by «y non-employee without tinutrtion. "Record" or "records” shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and informtfioii of a like and similar nature not listed above. 
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(2) For purposes of this request, the terms "refer** or "relste" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This request calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
and information that arc currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have 
put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present. 

(4) The conjunctions “or” and “and” are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this request the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this request shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to die Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any requested record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, including, but not limited to, identify the requested records, 
documents data or information and provide an explanation of die destruction, discarding, loss, 
deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, audior (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, conqrilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain die validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This request is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by die return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discover subsequent thereto. 


1. A first generation, legible copy of Jude Kearney’s Department of Commerce 

appointments calendar, with all pages included. 


2. First generation, legible copies of afi of Jude Kearney's telephone logs and telephone 

message reco r d s. 
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Please provide the requested items to the Committee by November 13, 1997. If you have 
any questions, please contact Investigative Counsel, Alicemary Leach at 226-2299. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 



cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 



CratfUBC&gDflnHOONMN 


Congress ot tfce ®nitrt &tate* 

Coo* oC StpraMtatiktf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFOAM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bulono 
Washington, OC 20515-6143 


November 4, 1997 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United Stales Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Wellington, D.C 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

On October 24, 1997,1 made a request for your views regarding matters related in the 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight's subpoena to tbe White House for documents 
related to a dispute over m proposed Native American gaming facility in Hudson, Wisconsin. A 

copy of this tetter 1$ attached. As I noted in my earlier letter,! have grave concerns about casual or 
abusive claims of privilege made regarding a number of the recently produced documents. 
Although I requested a response by Tuesday, November 4, 1997, 1 have yet to receive any 
co fnrn u nk a ti onftomllieDep ai imertofluaice. I would greatly appreciate a response prior to our 
scheduled hearinp on November 6 and 7, 1997. 

On a related natter, uty staff made a request lor a meeting with Office of Legal Counsel 
staff (or their representatives) to ducum the assertions of privilege made for certain documents 
pertaining to the Hudson gaming fhctttty. This meeting would involve Majority 
if they elect to participle. 


Although we requested a meeting fcr today (Tuesday, November 4, 1997X my staff has yet 
to hem from those involved with scheduling a racking. I woald appreciate your providing a 
response as to w he t her Committee lepfsseflttttves wiB be pti mi ned to meet with Department of 
Justice attorneys* riscuss document production related to the Hudson gaming issue. 

That* you fcr year attention to this matter. 


'-Me 

Deo Bates 
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ONE HUMMED FTTH COMOflCSS 

Congress of tfjc ©niteb States 

fcowfr ot JUprtftnfatitrrt ' 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buioma 
Washington. DC 20615-6143 



November 12, 1997 


The Honorable J«net Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20S30 





Dear General Reno: 

On October 28, 1997, 1 made a request for your views regarding matters related to the 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight’s subpoena to the White House for documents 
related to a dispute over a proposed Native American gaming facility in Hudson, Wisconsin. A 
copy of this letter is attached. On November 4, 1997, 1 made a follow-up request for an answer to 
questions asked in my previous letter. A copy of this letter is also attached. To date, you have yet 
to respond to my inquiries, notwithstanding a verbal assurance from one of your staff that a reply 
would soon be forthcoming. It is my hope that you win be able to provide a written answer to my 
questions about the Hudson dog track matter by Friday, November 14, 1997. 

1 am also attempting to determine whether the Department of Justice task force 
investigating campaign finance issues has been provided all documents pertaining to the Hudson 
dog track issue. If the answer is yes, please explain why privileges have been asserted in the civil 
litigation but have not been asserted in the Department of Justice investigation. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 


Chairman 



cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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ONI HUNMfDPVTM OONQMtt 

Congress of t&e ©niteb States 

$ooft o! Rtprrtnrtatlb** 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Ofrcc Buuwq 
Washmotom. DC 20615-6143 


October 2$, 1997 


The Honorable Jnet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
I Oth andPennsy Ivania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 



Dear General Reno: 

The White House and die Democratic National Committee have withheld many documents 
from the Government Reform and Oversight Committee (the “Committee”) under the guise of 
privilege. As you we aware, H is time-consuming to resolve claims of privilege, and it is my view 
that such claims, casually made, are abusive. 

With this in mmd, I would like your view on one issue involving a potential conflict of 
interest between the Department of Justice's participation in the lawsuit over a proposed Indian 
casino in Hudson, Wisconsin, and this Committee's August 21, 1997, subpoena lo the While 
House for documents pertaining to this matter. We have been conducting an investigation of the 
alleged improper influence brought to bear on the casino permitting process for many months, and 
it has become clear in the last few weeks that a number of significant documents had been withheld 
from this Committee. 

According to an October 21, 1997, article in the Milwaukee Journal Sentinel, United States 
Attorney Peg Lautenschlager stated that decisions to claim privilege regarding a number of White 
House doctanencs were made after "a group of Justice Department attorneys in Washington and 
Madison reviewed records.” A preliminary review of these records by Committee attorneys leads 
me to conclude that any claim of privilege for most of these documents is not well-grounded in 
law. If this is the case, it appears that Department of Justice lawyers may have been involved in an 
effort that either purposefully or indirectly has kept important documents from Congressional 
investigators, private litigators and the Department of Justice task force investigating campaign 
finance improprieties. 

I would be gralefUl if you provided answera to the following questions: 

(l) Did Department of Justice attorneys have any fopitt into the decision to assert 
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claims of privilege regarding any documents pertaining to the Hudson Dog Track 
• . litigation? 

(2) If the answer is yes. what was their recommendation? 

(3) if recommendations were made, do you agree with them? 

(4) Did Department of Justice attorneys working on the special campaign finance 
investigation task force review these documents? If not, were they aware that 
privileges had been claimed and did they make an effort to contest the claims of 
privilege? 

(5) This Committee recently received documents (attached) for which claims of 
privilege were not made. I am attempting to determine why doe documents were 
not turned over to this Committee at an earlier date. Did the D epartment of Justice 
campaign finance task force have access to these doc u me n t s prior to October 22, 
1997 t and if so, when did they obtain these documents? 

In addition. 1 request that you provide a list of every Department of Justice attorney or 
employee involved in the decision to assert claims of privilege in this mailer, and the names of all 
Dep art m ent of Justice attorneys or employees who have reviewed any documents pertai n ing to this 
matter. Fu rther mor e , I would like your views on whether there is a conflict between the 
investigators on the special campaign finance task force looking into this matter, and the attorneys 
at die Depa rtmen t who me r ep r esentin g the Administration's interests in the civil lawsuit aHegmg 
improper Administration influence. 

Thank you for your attention to these matters. I would appreciate a r es pons e fay Tuesday. 
November 4. 1997. 
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MEMORANDUM 
August *3, 1993 


TO: 


FROM: 


Ms. Loretta Avent 
Special Assistant'*) the Preside* 
for Intergovenuneafcl j 

Wbd Ctakmm' 


RE: 


Sokaogon Chippewa Community 

Disapproval of Hudson Application for Trust Status 


We have been able to obtain information from the Department of the Interior’s 
Indian Gaming Office that their staff people disagreed with she dis ap p rov al of our trust 
application signed by Michael Anderson of the D epartm en t of Interior. 

AH my information indicates' (hat Interior's staff was dkappoinled and completely 
disagreed with this derision. In fact, and I quote *tfaere was oo real evidence to support 
disapproval*. The staff teds us that the people who made die find decision did not follow f 
20 of the Indian Gaming Regotaiosy Act of I9SS. That Ibis decision was punfy i 

discretionary-fpolitical one. 

In the letter. Mr. Anderson stated dat there was a problem with DeSL Crofat 
Waterway. However, the staff ids us that this smal issue could line been explained but we 

IHH JiVCO 1D6 10 V6$pOQ0 10 OlU* 

The Department of the Interior staff mticaled to es that they couM not find anything 
detrimental in our application other to aeatby tribes or to sunoondfeg not— whirl, 
Moreover. Mr. Anderson stales that this property acq uisi tion would be detrimental to a 
nearby tribe. 

. Another quote from the Department's staff was ”What fed* poim of 1 20 if not to 
be helpful to remote tribes?’. They indicated to us dm die extnordioaiy durty (30) <by 
period that was provided to our oppooems which allowed ten 10 sitah maddhite 


eon 049073 



762 


economic sardy did not provide any substantial Wormatioc that would pout to d* proposed 
fcdHty being detrimealat lo ike surrounduy conunumtie* or tribes. They commented that 
then are (wo criteria. One -((should be in the best interest of the Indian tribe (applicant). 
T«e» •• Could not be detrimental to the surrounding conunwutie* or nearby tribes. Their 
indication to us it that they were both disappoiped aad that they disagreed with the 
disapproval of die mat application. 

As the Chairman of my tribe I most protest die Department of the Interior's 
treatment of oer application for (be placing of die Hudson Dog Track into (rest status. The 
Minneapolis BIA Area Director and staff followed the letter of (be law in approving our 
application. The Department of (be Interior's staff (per oer utixmatioa) aho carefully 
followed the criteria set oat in the Indian Gaming Reftfatoiy Act. However, the people who 
made the final decision did not 

Finafly, if I may rehenle these points which we were able to obtain. (Loretta, they 
~nr tafcen torn a telephone mnn nniim. therefixe icpctitious andieduadmL) 


1. Staff was disappointed; 

2. Decision makers did not fttOy consider Sectioa 20 KJRA; 

3. Staff disagreed with dedsion; 

4. No real evide n c e; 

5. Sl Ckoix waterway question coaid easily be addressed (We were not 
given an opportunity ao do so.); 

d. Staff didaT want to set national p re cedent of a tribe rejecting another 
tribe's application; 

7. Staffdidnt warn meet a national precedent of a c omm u n i ty rejecting a 
tribe's application- 6 aad 7 wotdd bjneao.be rtrlrtnraml; 

L De ci sion mih e n me worrie d about being second gawtd by the 
Governor; 

9 . What is the past of best 30, IGItA if not to helped "remote* tribes?; 

Hi MkicaL not fiaanal dedsion: aad . 

1L Staff could not Bad anything detshaeattl to die neeiby communities or 


COT 0(9074 
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August 17, IMS 


URGENT— URGENT— URGENT— URGENT 
MEMORANDUM FOR LORETTA T. AVENT 

FROM: 

R& 



Dwayne Detricksoa called and expressed deep concent for the issue bis tribe faces on 
behalf of Chairman Aitya Ackley . The Cfcainnan is looting for a respoese to their issoe. 
Chairman Ackley is hoping yon will be able to provide some guidance within Re nod few 
days because of Re fad lha( he is planned to face hit tribal council as wcE as bis tribal . 
community and if expected In bane some answers-, regardmg Re Hndson case. 

Dwayne talked about (be importance of this issue being brought to dosare. He used 
the word*. Tf fhk-isue can't be resolved, then we will have to go to Re press, courts or to 
Re opposition!*. 

They will be in town next wed: and were hoping to meet with yon. I told them Rat I 
expected you to be on travel, bat for them to check back with me late today or tomorrow. 

Dwayne said Rat Chairman Ackley hardly asks for help, bot in this ease they are 
hoping that yon will be able to provide Rem with soma answers; Please advise. 


EOF 049075 
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Congrttf* of tfje ffimte* fctatts 

JlMRtf StprtfnUMM. 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Aayourm House Once Bukmno 
W MN WO TO W. DC 2051 5-5141 



November 4, 1997 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney G ener al 
Umted States Department of Jasfiee 
lOdi and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C 30530 



Dear General Reno: 

On October 2S, 1997, 1 made a request for yow views reganfing matters related to the 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight's subpoena to the White House for documents 
filmed «o a dispute over a proposed Native American gaming ftciljty in Hudson, Wisconsin. A 
copy of this letter is rttachad. As I noted ia my earlier letter, I have grave concerns about casual or 
abusive claims of privOege made regarding « number of the recently produced documents. 
Although I requested a response by Tuesday, November 4, 1997, 1 have yet to receive any 
commupication from die Dep ar tm en t of Justice, I would ^eaty appreciate a response prior to oi* 
sche d ul e d hearingj on November 6 »d 7, 1997. 

On a related ma tt er, my staff made t request for a meeting with Office of Legal Counsel 
wma ip* owl ifpwpiwyci; p Mcig i roc uch hmm w pnYucy bhk tot ccmn docunmts 
pertaining «o the Htadma fanning fhciUty. This meeting weald involve Majority and Minority staff; 
iftirny el e ct to par t i ci pate. 

Ahhough an r e qu es t ed a meeting lor today (Tuesds>\ November 4, 1997), my staff has yet 
to hear fromdiose involved with scheduling a raeetfetg. I would ^predate your providing a 
response as to Mr Comndnee mpreseamtives will be permitted to meet wfch Department of 
JiUce attorneys to dbcuss document pro duct ion fdand to the Hudson gaming blue. 

Thank you foyom attention to this matter. 
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ONE HUNDRED RRW CONOflESS 

Congress of tfje ®niteb States 

$ouft ot fteprtftntatibtf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayoorn House Office Buhjwng 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 




November 23, 1997 
Honorable Doris Meissner 

Commissioner, U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service 

Chester A. Arthur Building 

Suite 7100 

425 Eye Street, N.W. 

Washington, DC 20536 

Dear Ms. Meissner, 


The Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is conducting an investigation 
pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives. As part of its 
investigation, the Committee requests that you conduct a search of your agency's Manual 
Records and a search of the following databases maintained by your agency: CIS, STSC, NOS, 
Claims, and RAP for the following individuals. 


The Committee is interested in obtaining all the information the INS possesses on the 
listed individuals, including, but not limited, to the contents of any Alien Registration files and 
all automated records of Arrival/Departure Records(s) (Form 1-94). 


Sundari ELNTTIARATA 
Sandra ELNTTLARTA 
Laureen ELNITIARTA 
Yopie ELNITIARTA 
Yoahan ELNITIARTA 



Ridwan DINATA 


Nanny NITIARTA 


Subandi TANUWIDJAJA 
Susanto TANUWIDJAJA 
Suryanti TANUWIDJAJA 
Ping TJHIN SIE 
Yap Swat LENG 




Please call Robert Rohrbaugh at (202) 226-2299 if you have any questions regarding this request 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Kenneth Ballen, Esq. 
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us.i 

Federal Boresii of Instigation 


November 24, 1997 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

House Government Reform and 
Oversight Committee 
United States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Chairman Burton: 

This is in response to your request that the FBI 
provide your staff with access to the classified intelligence 
documents that formed the basis for the briefing that Director 
Freeh provided to you and Vice Chairman Kerrey on November 14 , 
1997. tfe also have been requested to have staff access certain 
documents that Director Freeh and others discussed in a 
classified briefing on September 11, 1997. 

As you know from your briefings, the documents in 
question are extraordinarily sensitive and their disclosure could 
adversely effect the ability of the United States to gather 
intelligence information or significantly compromise national 
security. More importantly, disclosure of certain portions of 
the information could subject confidential sources to serious 
danger, or even result in their death. We try to balance your 
legitimate request for access to the documents with our 
obligation to protect the national security by taking steps to 
reduce dissemination of the information in the documents outside 
of the investigation. Accordingly, we respectfully request- that 
your staff access to the documents under the following 
conditions: 

1. The documents will be maintained and reviewed here 
at FBI Headquarters . 
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Honorable. Dan Burton 


2. The documents may not be copied or reproduced. 


3. Only the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member and 
a very limited number of appropriately cleared senior staff may 
view the documents. I appreciate the staff being identified in 
advance . 


4. The persons examining the documents may take notes 
that are not verbatim, but must consider those notes to be 
classified and maintain the notes at the Office of Senate 
security. Access to the notes must be limited to those persons 
encompassed by number 3 above. 

5. The persons encompassed by number 3 may not 
discuss the information contained in the documents with enyone 
except the persons identified from the process above. 

6. The FBI will maintain a log of all persons who 
receive access to the documents. Any person who receives access 
to the documents agrees to comply with all of the conditions set . 
forth above. 

The documents are redacted to the extent necessary to 
conceal sourcee and methods, to protect the integrity of the 
criminal investigation being conducted by the Campaign Financing 
Task Fores and to ramove information unrelated to Campaign 
Finance/ Influence issues. 

I apologise for the delay in making available theee 
documents and I hope you understand our concerns about the 
extreme sensitivity of the information involved and about 
protection of sources and methods. 


Sincerely, 



John B. Collingvood 
Inspector in Chaxge 
Office of Public and 
Co n g r e s sional Affairs 


1 - Honorable Henry A. tfanan 
Ranking Minority Msefair 
House Government Reform and 
Oversight Gomsdttee 
Uklited States Senate 
Washington, D.C. 


TOTAL P.03 
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ONE HUNDRED Finn congress 

Congress of tf )t tHniteb States 

ftoutfc of Btprtfntatibt* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bialctno 
WA8HMOTON. DC 20615-6143 




December 1, 1997 
Craig Isco, Esq. 

Counsel to Deputy Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
95 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Room 4127 

Washington, D.C. 20530 
Dear Mr. Isco, 

On September 26, 1997, pursuant to an investigation being conducted by the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight Committee, a request was forwarded to the U.S. Immigration 
and Naturalization Service for certain records pertaining to individuals related to die 
investigation (copy attached). 

On November 19, 1 997 a portion of these records were received from your office. This is a 
follow-up request and to clarify what records we have and do not have. We have received 
nothing for Ming CHEN, Yue Fang CHU, Jessica ELNITIARTA, Jane WANG, Jujung LANO- 
UTOMO, Juang-Ling LIN, Chen LIPING, Bei Bei LIU, James RIADY, Dong SHAO, Heraan 
SILVA, Yongli SU, David SUGITA, Joseph SUND, Zheng WANG and Yuebin ZHANG. At a 
minimum, INS should have some automated 1-94 records if the subjects are not permanent 
residents, or A* files if they are permanent residents, or potentially both. 

We have received A-files for Tiang GAN, John HUANG, Praitun KANCHANALAK, Duangnet 
(CRONENBERG, Bei Chuan ONG, Agus SETIAWAN, Zhengkang SHAO, and Keshi ZHAN. 

Finally, while we have not received any A-files, we have received some automated records on 
Pauline KANCHANALAK, Yiping LI, and Ted SIEONG. 

Referring to the production of November 19, 1997, there are some pages missing which do 
appear to have been redacted; however, there are two large sections of documents that are 
missing, pages 196 through 261 and 310 through 432. Could you please confirm if these were 
redacted or if they were left out inadvertently. Further, could you also please have the INS 
provide to the committee definitive information as to whether or not they possess any 
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information on the aforementioned individuals for which we have received nothing On some Of 
the individuals for which we have received nothing, the committee provided "A” numbers. 

Please cal! Robert Rohrbaugh at (202) 226-2299 if you have any questions regarding this request. 

Very truly yours, 

Richard D. Bennett 
Chief Counsel 
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ONE HUNOfCD nrm GONoness 

Congress of tfje ttniteto Statue 

Hontt of &tpmtaitatitaf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Raybunn Home Offcc Bihloino 
Wasmnoton. DC 20515-6143 




December l, 1997 


Louis J. Freeh 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
I. Edgar Hoover Building 
9* Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20535 

Re; Request for Documents 


Dear Director. Freeh; 


I am writing to request the FBI to produce certain documents to the Committee. It 
has come to our attention that the FBI possesses certain original documents that were in 
ihe possession of Dwight Linkous of Heber Springs, Arkansas. The majority of the 
documents concern the possible purchase of the Camdot Hotel in Little Rock, Arkansas 
by a group of Asian businessmen. Please produce copies of the original documents to die 
Committee by December 15, 1997. 


If you have any questions about this request, please contact the Committee’s 
Chief Investigative Counsel, Barbara Comstock, at (202) 225-5074. Thank you for your 
cooperation. 
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ONE NUNOflCDAFTHCONQAESS 

Confirm of tf>e ©niteb Stated 

i^ottse •( fteprtfmfatibet 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM ANO OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office 8wuxnq 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 



December 2, 1997 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United States 
Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Madam Attorney General: 

Pursuant to Rule X, clauses 2(bXl) and 2(bX2) of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives, the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight has general oversight 
responsibilities. In fulfilling our duties under House Rules, the Committee is conducting an 
investigation into campaign finance improprieties and possible violations of taw. The Committee 
will be convening a hearing entitled “Current Implementation of the Independent Counsel Act" 
on Tuesday, December 9, 1997, at 10:00 a.m., in room 2154 of the Rayburn House Office 
building. I would tike to request that you appear before the Committee to discuss your recent 
decision not to appoint an independent counsel. 

Please provide 100 copies of your written testimony to the Committee by close of 
business, Friday, December 5, 1997, to the attention of Teresa Austin. Your entire wiitten 
testimony will be made part of the hearing record. Furthermore, you will be provided the 
opportunity to present a preliminary oral statement if you so desire. 


Finally, under Section 210 of the Congressional Accountability Act, the House of 
Representatives must be in compliance with the Americans with Disability Act. If you are in 
need of special accommodations based on a disability, please contact Judy McCoy, at least four 
business days prior to the hearing. 
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ONEHUNORDWTHOONGMSS 

Congress of tt)e ftniteb fotates 

$oa*r of EcpnomtatAto 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Omcc 8 wcoino 
Wasnmqton OC 20515-5145 



December 2, 1997 


"szzst5&&s& 

WilNNlCMOOM 
moNMItMKH 
UUMJMM* NtWHMt 



The Honorable Louis J. Freeh 
Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
F£.L Building 

935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20535-0001 

Dear Mr. Director 

Pursuant to Rule X, clauses 2(bX1) and 2fbX2) of the Rules of the House of Representatives, the 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight Has general oversight responsibilities. In fulfilling our 
duties under House Rules, the Committee is conducting as investigation into campaign finance 
i mproprieties and possible violations of law. The Committee will be convening a hearing entitled 
“Current Implementation of the Independent Counsel Act" on Tuesday, December 9, 1997, at 10:00 am, 
in room 2154 of the Rayburn House Office building. I would like to request that you appear before foe 
Committee to discuss foe recent decision by foe Attorney General Reno not to appoint an independent 
counsel. 

In particular, I am requesting that you furnish to the Committee your recent memo to Attorney 
General Reno on whether or not an Independe n t Counsel should be appointed. I request this memo be 
provided to foe Committee no later than close of business, Thursday, December 4, 1997. 

Please provide 100 copies of your written testimony to the Committee by close of business, 
Friday, December 5. 1997, to the attention of Teresa Austin. Your entire written testimony will be made 
part of foe hearing record. Furthermore, you will be provided the opportunity to present a preliminary 
oral statement if you so desire. 

Finally, under Section 210 of foe Congressional Accountability Act, foe House of 
R ep r ese nt a tives must he in compliance with the Amer i cans with Disability Act If you are m need of 
special accommodations based on a disability, please contact Judy McCoy, at least four business days 
prior to foe hearing. 

The Committee looks forward to 
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one HUNOftco Firm congress 

(ongrms of tfjr Qhiitrt &>tatrt 

ftoufr of ftrprtftntatibnf - 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT . 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington. OC 20515-6143 

M-M**- •Htiavw 

UMOPUM OHO m lOMJMHI 

December 3, 1997 

Via Facsimile: 314-9149 

The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United Slates Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue. N.W. 

Washington. D.C. 20530 

Re: Declination Memorandum Relating to Ronald H. Blackley 

Dear General Reno: 
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Pursuant to the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight’s oversight 
responsibilities under House Rule X and XI, I request that you furnish the Committee with a 
copy of the Department of Justice’s declination memorandum relating to Ronald H. Blackley, 
who served former Secretary of Agriculture Mike Espy as his chief of staff. 


I would appreciate your delivering a copy of this memorandum to the Committee office at 
2 1 54 Rayburn by 6 p.m. on Thursday. December 3. 1 997. If your staff has any questions about 
this request, they should contact the Committee's Chief Investigative Counsel, Barbara 
Comstock, at 202-225-5074. 


I appreciate your anention to this important request. 



DB/wem 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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Cffur of % Attarnrg Cfcnural 

Ba*(ftngiait,B. C 20530 

December 4, 1997 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government 
Reform and overeight 
Koum of nepreeentativss 
Washington, D.C. 90915 

Doar Hr* Chairman: 

This latter responds to your letters to FBI Director Freeh 
and me ashing us to provide the Committee with a copy of Director 
Freeh's recent memorandum to me concerning whether Z should 
rsquest the appointment of an Independent counsel with respect to 
the campaign finance matter. 

The Depertment of Justice, including the FBI, recognises 
the committee's oversight responsibilities in this arsa and is 
committed to seeking to satisfy tha Committee's legitimate needs 
for information. As I havs dons at previous congressional 
hearings, I will explain at the Committee's hearing next week 
my decisions regarding appointment of an indapendent counsel. 
Because of my responsibility to protect the confidentiality and 
intagrity of our ongoing criminal invastlgation, however, Z must 

continue to decline to discuss at congressional hearings the 
evidence developed in our investigation, our investigative 
strategies, the different views expressed within the Department 
concerning the many legal and Investigative issues we have been 
considering, or the recomaendatlene x receive regarding issues 
that arias during this investigation. These issues tncluda, of 
course, the question continuously befora ms concerning whether 
the statutory rsquiraments for appointmsnt of an indapendant 
counssl have bean triggersd. 

The memorandum you have requested contains precisely this 
type of information. Director Freeh has expressed to me his 
complete agreement with my judgment that our joint responsibility 
to protect tha integrity of ongoing criminal investigations and 
prosecutorial decisionmaking requires that wa decline to provide 
the memorandum. In fact. Director Freeh Informed me that 
he independently reached the same conclusion before vs even 
discussed the matter. 
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Our position It bated principally on the longstanding 
DapartMnt policy of declining to provide congressional 
committees with aecett to open law enforcement filet. 

Congrett hat been reapectful of thlt policy, which hat been 
applied conaiatently during Administration* of both partita. 

Char let J. Cooper, who terved at Assistant Attorney General for 
the Office of Legal Couneel during the Beagan Administration, 
explained the rationale for this policy in a comprehensive 
opinion eoneeming congrettional requests for information about 
decisions under the Independent Counsel Act: 

This policy is grounded primarily on the need 
to protect the government's ability to prosecute 
fully and fairly. Attorney General Hobart H. Jackson 
articulated the baeic position over forty years ago! 

"It it the position of this Department . . • that all 
investigative reports are confidential documents of the 
executive department of the Government, to aid in the 
duty laid upon the Preeident by the Conatitution to 
'taka cars that the Lave be faithfully exacuted, 1 and 
that congressional or public access to them would not 
be in the public interest. . . .* AO Op. Att'y Gen. 

45, 46 (1941) • Similarly, this Of fies has explained 
that "ths Executive cannot effectivaly investigate 
if congress is, in a sense, a partner in the 
investigation. If a congressional committas is fully 
apprised of all datalls of an investigation as the 
investigation proceeds, thers is a substantial danger 
that congressional pressures will influencs the course 
of the inveetigatlon. * Memorandum for Edvard L. 

Morgan, Deputy Counsel to the President, from Thomas 
X. Kaupsr, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office 
of Legal Counsel (Dec. 19, 1969). other grounds for 
objecting to the disclosure of lav snforceaent files 
Include . . • wall- founded fears that the perception 
of the integrity, impartiality, and falrneas of the 
law enforoeaent process as a whole will be damaged if 
sensitive material is distributed beyond those persons 
necessarily involved in the investigation and 
prosecution process. 

Memorandum for the Attorney General from Charles J. Cooper, 
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Me? Response 
to -Conors** ions 1 Bequest* for Information Regarding Dec la ions 
mads Under the Independent Counsel Act. 10 Op. O.L.C. 66, 76 
(1996) ("Cooper Opinion") . 

Vs have in addition to our immediate concern sbeut 
compr o mising the ongoing criminal investigation a more general, 
but no leas substantial, concern that disclosure of such 
s guintssasntially deliberative document "might hamper 
prosecutorial decision-making in future esses. 
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Eaployaes of tha Departmant would llkaly bo reluctant to axprasa 
candidly their vim and recoamendatlons on controversial and 
aanaltiva matters if those vlewa could be axpoaad to public 
scrutiny by Confront upon requsst." coopar opinion, 10 Op. 
O.L.C. at 77 (smphamls in original). 

Tha naad to protact tha confidential ity and independence 
of an ongoing investigation and our prosecutorial decisionmaking 
la fundamental to the responsibilities Director Freeh and I 
have under tha criminal justice system. We must therefore 
respectfully decline your request for the memorandum. Z am 
prepared to respond to your questions about my decisions on 
the appointment of an independent couneel to the fullest axtant 
Z can, oonsletant with ay law enforcsmsnt responsibilities. 



cc: Tha Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Hambar 


3 
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of % Attorney (general 

Ya*ipngtoit,9. C 20530 

December 4, 1997 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am in receipt of your letter of December 2, 1997, inviting 
me to testify before the House Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight on December 9, 1997. I very much look forward to the 
opportunity to testify before your Committee and to answer any and 
all questions about my decision earlier this week not to request 
the appointment of an independent counsel. In recent months, I 
have appeared before both the House and Senate Judiciary 
Committees, as well as the Senate Intelligence and Governmental 
Affairs Committees, to testify on related matters regarding the 
campaign finance investigation and my decisions regarding an 
independent counsel. I respect the oversight role of the Congress 
in these matters and am happy to cooperate in every way possible 
consistent with my responsibilities not to compromise pending 
investigations . 

On December 9 and 10, I will be participating in a series of 
very important bilateral and multi-lateral meetings with Justice 
and Interior Ministers of "The Eight" countries. These meetings, 
the result of months of planning and preparation, will address law 
enforcement issues of critical importance to our nation such as 
terrorism, drug trafficking, criminal use of the Internet including 
transmission of child pornography and other transnational crime 
issues. Beginning at noon on December 9, I will be hosting a 
series of bilateral meetings here at the Department of Justice with 
my counterparts from Japan, Italy, Germany and the United Kingdom. 
Cancellation of these meetings at this last minute would be 
extremely unfortunate and counterproductive to our efforts to 
address these important crime issues. 

It is equally important, of course, that the Committee hold 
its hearing and have an opportunity to ask questions about the 
campaign finance matter. I will be pleased to appear before the 
Committee on December 9 but wanted to. advise the Committee that 
because of these prior commitments, I should conclude my testimony, 
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at least for the day, at 11:30 a.ra. so that the meetings on 
transnational crime may proceed as planned during the remainder of 
the day and on December 10. The Committee's hearing presently is 
scheduled to begin at 10 a.m, but I would be pleased to begin my 
testimony at 8:30 or 9:00 a.m. if that would assist the Committee. 
If these times are not convenient to the Committee, I would be 
happy to appear at another more appropriate date and time. 

Let me reiterate my desire to be fully cooperative with your 
Committee's efforts and to make myself available to answer every 
question that you or any Member of the Committee may have. I look 
forward to working with you to schedule this hearing at a 
convenient time. 


CC: 



The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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Subpena Dacca Tecum 

&uti)oritp of tf)c £ot lie of iRetnttfentatibesi of tf)e 
Congress of $e stated of America 


To . ftfc tee. . &5RYR; . .The. JBfwaraUe. .Janet. .8 jww 

You are hereby commanded to produce the things identified on the attached schedule before the 

£mM Committee on ..Qoxejcrmsnt..K?£pxn.>9nd.. Oversight 

of the House of Representatives of the United States, of which the Hoo. 

is chairman, by producing such things in Room ZX 5.7 of the 

..SWrtWXR Building , in the city of Washington, on 

..?*?£ £®X X ?.?7. . . . . , at the hour of . 1 .?. ? .P9 R:*a 

j 0 Judy McCoy or U.S. Marshals # Service 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 
5*h day of P*6*»h*x 1937..... 




Chairman. 



789 


Subpena for.TJl?. .ftqwJFSW?. . Jane P . . Reno . . 
Attwroty. .fewMJv.9.^. Ahs. .Vntf.sA . fttutfe? 
Xeatfj . A . ft>A&*&v.t ton .Ay pjwwr* . JWJ>. . . . 

H Mfctastaiu . HQ . . 2.Q5.3P. 

before the Committee on the 


Served 


11 if 

turns ot 


OKk UN 424I7M 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
United States House of Representatives 

Attorney General Janet Reno 

Serve: Mr. Andrew Fois or Ms. Faith Burton 

U.S. Department of Justice 

United States Department of Justice 

10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20S30 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. If you have any 
questions, please contact the Committee’s Chief Counsel Mr. Richard D. 
Bennett at (202) 225-5074. 

Subpoenaed Items 

Please provide the Committee with the November 1997 memorandum 
from FBI Director Louis J. Freeh to the Attorney General relating to the 
Attorney General’s decision not to seek the appointment of an Independent 
Counsel in the matters being investigated by the Department of Justice 
campaign finance task force. 
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$ffir* of tfjr Attornrg <£rn?ral 
Yasfpftghm.il. (SL 2QS3tX 

December 8 , 1997 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government 
Reform and Overeight 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 
Dear Mr- chairman: 

We are writing in response to your December 5th letter and 
subpoenas seeking a copy of the Director's recent memorandum to 
the Attorney General. The memorandum expresses the Director's 
views about whether the Attorney General should request the 
appointment of an independent counsel and about other matters 
relating to the pending campaign finance investigation. 

We remain quite concerned that releasing the Director's 
memorandum to Congress would compromise the Dep|urtment • s ability 
to discharge its responsibilities for the fair administration of 
justice. As a general matter, we feel strongly that the Attorney 
General's decisionmaking on prosecutorial matters must have the 
benefit of candid and confidential advice and recommendations 
from the Director and other Department officials and employees. 
More specifically, we believe that both the integrity of the 
criminal justice process and the Government's ability to prevail 
in particular prosecutions could be threatened by acceding to 
the committee's demand. 

Public and judicial confidence in the criminal justice 
process would be undermined by congressional intrusion into an 
ongoing criminal investigation. Access to the confidential 
details of an ongoing investigation would place Members of 
Congress in a position to exert pressure or attest to influence 
the prosecution of specific cases, irreparably damaging 
enforcement efforts. 

Moreover, the disclosure* of this memorandum could provide 
a "road map” of our investigation. The document, or information 
contained therein, could come into the possession of the targets 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 
Pago 2 


of the investigation through inadvertence or deliberate act 
on the part of someone having access to the documents . The 
investigation could thereby be seriously prejudiced by the 
revelation of the direction of the investigation or information 
about the evidence ve possess. In addition, the reputation of 
individuals mentioned in a document like this could be severely 
damaged by the public release of information about them, even 
though the case might ultimately not warrant prosecution. 

Finally, the Department has reviewed the precedents cited 
in your letter and in the accompanying Congressional Research 
Service memorandum. It is unprecedented for a Congressional 
oommittaa to demand internal decisionmaking memoranda generated 
during an ongoing criminal investigation. Kona of the cited 
examples are to the contrary, in particular, the three prior 
matters that you highlighted in your letter did not involve 
ongoing criminal investigations and, tharafora, are not relevant 
precedents. 


Vs have decided for the foregoing reasons that ve must 
respectfully continue to decline your reguest for the memorandum. 
Ha will be prepared* at tomorrow’s Committee hearing to respond 
to your questions to the fullest extent ve can, consistent with 
our lav enforcement responsibilities. We are hopeful that our 
participation in the hearing will respond to your concerns, if 
questions remain after the hearing, va vould be willing to 
discuss them further in a manner that proparly accommodates both 
legislative and executive branch interests. 



Attorney General 


Sincerely, 


Louis J. Freeh, Director 
Federal Buraau of Xnvas tigation 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Harman 

Ranking Minority Member 


TOTAL P.03 
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ONE HONORS) FIFTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje Unites deafest 

fcwute of Jfcfpttrtntattort 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Ofwce Busang 
Washington. DC 20515-6148 


DecSnba^ffl)? 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

We understand that you have requested that you and the FBI Director be on the same 
panel daring our hearing tomorrow, December 9, 1 997. We have made the decision to proceed 
with three separate panels. You will he on the first panel; Director Freeh will be on the second 
panel; and Independent Counsel Smaltz will be on the third panel. 

As you know, there are a number of legal and investigative questions which members of 
this Committee have for both you and Director Freeh. Given that the questions for each of you 
may differ substantially, we do intend to have two separate panels to discuss these issues. For 
example, there are many legal issues which will be solely directed to you and would not 
necessarily be directed to Mr. Freeh. We believe proceeding with separate panels will be more 
conducive to thoroughly discussing the issues before us. 

As I have previously indicated, we are beginning the hearing at 9:30 a.m. as a result of 
your request to begin foe hearing earlier. However, we would ask that you be available before 
the committee until approximately 2p.m. We have informed Director Freeh that he will be foe 
second panel which we do not anticipate beginnnmg until 1p.m. or 2p.m. 

We look forward to discussing these matters with you tomorrow. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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QIC HUMMED FTIH CONGRESS 

Crnigw** of tfje Unite* &tate* 

iKmrt •! ntfntttfatiM 

CCMMTTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Raitburn House Omce Buhjmvo 
Washmston, DC 20515-6143 



V IA FIRST CLASS.MA& 


December 1, 1997 



Marta Olsen 

Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

Tenth Street and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, DC 20530 


Re: Wp te toHo hteg 


Dear Ms. Olsen: 


The House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is conducting an 
investigation pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives. 
The Committee has found documentation indicating you had a meeting with Webster Hubbell 
while he was incarcerated m a federal penitentiary in Cumberland, Maryland. As part of its 
investigation, the Committee hereby requests your cooperation with regard to matters relating to 
Mr. Hubbell. 


Our records show that Michael Sussman, another Department of Justice employee, and 
you met with Mr. Hubbell on October 19, 1996 (see attached). This is about the time that stories 
began to surface in the media about Mr. HubbelTs questionable “consulting” contracts, including 
one with the Riady family and Lippo Group. Please advise the Committee about the purpose of 
your visit, the substance of your conversation, the ntfure of your relationship with Mr. Hubbell, 
and any and all contacts you had with Mr. Hubbell from January 20, 1993. 

Please provide a response to the Committee by Friday, December 12, 1997. If you have 
any questions, please contact Chief Investigative Counsel, Barbara Comstock, at (202) 225-5074. 
Thank you for your assistance. 



Dim Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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ONE HUNOflEO RFW CONGRESS 

Congress of tfjc Amtell States; 

gj>ouft of ftrprKtentatibrt 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Ray»u«n House Office Bulging 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 


Decembers, 1997 


VIA FIRST CLASS MAIL 

Michael Sussman 

Department of Justice 

Computer Crimes Division 

Tenth Street and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, DC 20530 

Re: Webster Hubbell 



Dear Mr. Sussman: 

The House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is conducting an 
investigation pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives. 

The Committee has found documentation indicating you had a meeting with Webster Hubbell 
while be was incarcerated in a federal penitentiary in Cumberland, Maryland. As part of its 
investigation, the Committee hereby requests your cooperation with regard to matters relating to 
Mr. Hubbell. 

Our records show that Maria Olsen, another Department of Justice employee, and you 
met with Mr. Hubbell on October 19, 1996 ( j see attached). This is about the time that stories 
began to surface in the media about Mr. Hubbell’ s questionable "consulting* contracts, including 
one with the Riady family and Lippo Group. Please advise the Committee about the purpose of 
your visit, the substance of your conversation, the nature of your relationship with Mr. Hubbell, 
and any ami all contacts you had with Mr. Hubbell from January 20, 1993. In addition, if you 
had contact with Mr. Hubbell in the course of your work on the 1992 campaign please include all 
such contacts and the nature of your relationship at that time. 
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Please provide a response to the Committee by Friday, December >2, 1997. If you have 
any questions, please contact Chief Investigative Counsel, Barbara Comstock, at (202) 225-5074. 
Thank you for your assistance. 





cc The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Raybuan House Office Buejdmq 
Washmqton, DC 20515-6143 



December 8, 1997 


The Honorable Louis Freeh 

Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 

J. Edgar Hoover FBI Building 

Ninth Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535 

Dear Director Freeh: 

We understand that the Attorney General has requested that you be on the same panel 
during our bearing tomorrow, December 9, 1997. The Justice Department has made this request 
known to us. We have made the decision to proceed with three separate panels. The Attorney 
General will be on the first panel You will be on the second panel Independent Counsel Smahz 
will be on the third panel. 

As you know, there are a number of legal and investigative questions which members of 
this Committee have for both you and the Attorney General. Given that the questions for each of 
you may differ substantially, we do intend to have two separate panels to discuss these issues. 

For example, there are many legal issues which may be directed only to the Attorney General and 
would not necessarily be directed to you. We betieve proceeding with separate panels win be 
more conducive to thoroughly discussing foe issues before us. 

As I have previously indicated, we are beginning foe hearing at 9:30 un. as a result of 
the Attorney General's request to begin die hearing earlier. You would then be on the second 
panel and Independent Counsel Smaltz will be on a third panel. We do not anticipate beginning 
file second panel until lp.m. or 2pm However, if we were to begin earlier, I will make sure that 
my staff keeps in touch with your staff so as to keep you apprised of when file committee will 
begin with your panel We look forward to discusring these matters with you tomorrow. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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ONE HUMMED FIFTH CONGRESS 

Congress; of tfie IKniteb States 

J^ouft •( lUpraftntatibt* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayguan House Office Bur-Wmg 
Washington. DC 20515-51*3 




December 9, 1997 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Dep artm ent of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue. NW 
Washington. DC 20530 


Dear General Reno. 

Thank you for taking the time to answer questions before the House Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight. Pursuant to today's hearing, 1 am attaching records that 
have been submitted for the public record as well as for your reference in reviewing outstanding 
matters. 


The enclosed records should assist you in your review of possible conflicts of interest 
you may have with your former Associate Attorney General Webster HubbeU. senior While 
House aide Mark Middleton, and Presidential friends James Riady. John Huang, Charlie Trie, 
and an associate of Mr. Trie, Antonio Pan. If there are any questions concerning the attached 
records, please feel free to call my staff: 



cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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U. S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


OffiM of *» AMiM AMny OmmS 


MfMi.AC WJJP 


December 9, 1997 


Honorable Dan Burton 

Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

IKS. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Nr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letters, dated October 28, November 4, 
November 12, and December 5, 1997, which inquire about pending 
litigation regarding a gaming proposal known as the Hudson Dog 
Track in Hudson, Wisconsin and about Committee oversight requests 
to the White House. I apologize for the delayed response. 

At the outset, let me put to rest any suggestion that this 
Department has invoked executive privilege with respect to any 
documents in the Hudson Dog Track matter. As you know, we have 
not been asked by your Committee to produce any documents in this 
matter and therefore could not have invoked any privilege as 
against your Committee. Moreover, as we have previously informed 
your staff, the White House did not consult with the Department 
in connection with its response to the Committee f s document 
requests. Thus, the Department has only raised privileges with 
respect to such documents in the context of civil litigation 
brought by private plaintiffs. 

As counsel for the government in the Hudson Dog Track civil 
case, now pending in federal district court in Wisconsin, the 
Department has raised privilege objections with respect to 
plaintiffs 1 requests for certain White House documents. On 
September 18th, the Department produced to plaintiffs most of the 
documents identified by the White House Counsel's Office as 
responsive to plaintiffs' requests. These documents, which are 
stamped with numbers WG00001-341, raised no privilege issues. 
After careful consideration with the Counsel's Office as to 
whether to raise privilege objections for the remaining documents 
responsive to plaintiffs* requests, the Department produced the 
following to plaintiffs on October 17th: 
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a) documents WG00344-347 and WG00362-363, for which no 
privilege objection was raised (you will note that WG000345- 
347 are the same as the documents numbered EOP 069073-75 and 
attached to your October 28 letter) ; and 

b) a privilege log identifying nine documents as privileged 
(a copy of the log is attached for your information) • 

Except for the attorney-client privilege, the privileges 
identified on the privilege log are all qualified privileges, in 
the sense that a court may order the disclosure of a privileged 
document on the ground that the party moving for discovery has 
demonstrated a need sufficient under established law to justify 
production of the document. The Department has engaged in 
discussions with plaintiffs 9 counsel about their asserted need 
for the documents listed on the privilege log. On October 27th, 
the Department produced documents WG00342-343 and WG00348-350 as 
an accommodation to plaintiffs after their explanation of need 
and without waiving privilege as to any other document. If the 
government makes further accommodations with the plaintiffs, the 
Committee will be advised. 

Your December 5 letter asks the Department to "explain why 
privileges have been asserted in th[e civil lawsuit]. 11 The 
privilege claims in this case were handled the way such claims 
are handled in any case. Here, the client agency - the White 
House - asserted that there were privileges, and it is entirely 
proper for the White House to seek to protect its privileged 
communications within the law. The Department determined that 
there was a good legal basis for the asserted privileges, and 
raised them in response to the plaintiffs* document request. 

Your most recent letter characterizes the Department * s 
identification of privileged documents as "apparently baseless** 
and offers an analysis by the Congressional Research Service 
(CRS) to support this conclusion. It should be noted that, now 
that plaintiffs have filed a motion to compel, a neutral federal 
judge will decide whether these documents are privileged and, if 
so, whether plaintiffs have shown a sufficient need to overcome 
the privilege under the law in these circumstances. We would 
also note that the CRS memo appears to focus not on the 
application of privileges in civil litigation, but on a question 
that this Department has not addressed, namely whether "the 
privileges claimed are sustainable before your Committee, 19 or 
whether "a reviewing court would likely find that privileges are 
overcome by the Committee v s need" for the documents. See CRS 
Memorandum at pp. 1, 36. As I have already emphasized, this 
Department has not invoked any privilege with respect to these 
documents as against the Committee; it has only invoked 
privileges with respect to requests from private litigants. 
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In accordance with long-standing policy, we do not believe 
that it would be appropriate to identify the attorneys who have 
been involved in the decisions in the civil litigation. In 
addition, in accordance with our long-standing policy about 
pending criminal investigations, we cannot respond fully to the 
fourth and fifth questions in your October 2Sth letter and the 
additional questions in your November 12th letter, because they 
relate to the Department* a ongoing campaign finance 
investigation. We. can say ^however, that no documents that the 
campaign financing task force has requested from the White House 
have been withheld onthe basis of privilege. There are 
fundamental differences between the principles governing the 
access of government criminal ^investigators to privileged 
government information and those governing the access of private 
civil litigants to the same information. It is commonplace that 
information . that is provided within the government to criminal 
investigators is not necessarily disclosed outside the 
government . 

Finally, you ask whether the Department has a conflict of 

- interest insofar as it is defending the civil lawsuit challenging 
the Secretary of Interior's denial of the Wisconsin tribes* 

- gaming application at the same time that the Department is 
investigating certain allegations concerning Secretary Babbitt. 

/ As you know, it is got unusual for there to be both civil and 
criminal proceedings involving the same people and incidents, and 
in such, cases there is not usually a conflict. We examine each 
case on its facts and do what is in the interest of justice. 

Here, we have determined at this point that our representation in 
the civil case and our pursuit of the criminal inquiry do not 
present a conflict of interest. 

I hope this information is helpful to you. We are 
interested in accommodating the Committee's oversight needs for 
information and would be pleased to confer further with committee 
staff about this matter if that would be helpful. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if you would like additional information. 



Andrew Fois 

Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosure 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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ONE MUMORCO fTIH CONMGH 


Congretf of tfre Uniteb &tati 


J$ot ufe of Aep rtfentatibe* 


COMMITTEE ON OOVEPNM6NT REFORM ANO 


2157 RaVOUNN House <>fCC 0UUMN6 


Wasmwcton, DC 20515-6143 


(202)225-5074 

December 16, 1997 


The Honorable U net Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Dcpanoeot of Justice 
10th and PcnosyivanLi Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C- 20530 

VkJE»^lg;ijL^m 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 

In order to supplement tod clarify the December 8, hearing record, 1 would appreciate 
your answering die following interrogatories by December 22, 1997. 

1. From whom, other than Director Freeh, did you obtain advice regarding your decision not 
to appoint an independent counsel? 

2. With whom did you discuss your decision not to seek an independent counsel? 

3. Specifically, regarding questions one and two, did you confer with Eric Holder, Gob Lin, 
Lee Radek, Kent Marcus, or John Hogan? 

At the bearing, you refused to answer these or similar questions; however, the Committee 
Is unaware of any lawful basis fix your withholding this information- It is important to the 
Committee’s constitutionally based oversight function that h receive timely and accurate swum 
answers to these questions. If you continue to refuse to provide this information to the 
Committee, yon should provide the Committee with a validly asserted claim of executive 
privilege. 

Thank you for your attention to this important matter. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxraan 


U.S. Department of Justice 



Federal Bureau of investigation 

USSSSSl D c. 20335 : 

December 17, 1997 

BY LIAISON 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Enclosed are responses to questions addressed by your 
Committee during the December 9-10, 1997, oversight hearing with 
Attorney General Janet Reno and Director Louis Freeh. 

Additionally/ I have enclosed a letter from 
Representative Bob Barr concerning background investigations on 
White House welfare-to-work program employees and subsequent 
response . 


If I can be of any further assistance/ please do net 
hesitate to call. 


Sincerely, 



John E. Collingwood 
Inspector in Charge 
Office of Public and 
Congressional Affairs 


Enclosures 
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Responses to questions before the House Government Reform & Oversight Committee 

12/10/97 


Chairman Dan Burton 

Q. Did Ray Wickman retire from the FBI due to concern for sensitive sources? 

A. The FBI would like to offer the Committee a briefing to address reported reasons for Ray 
Wickman’s retirement. 

Q. Can the FBI provide the committee an accounting of White House and DNC compliance with 
Task Force issued subpoenas? 

A. Enclosed is an accounting of federal grand jury subpoenas issued to the White House and the 
DNC. 

Honorable Benjamin Gilman 

Q. What percentage of the FBI budget is being allocated for the campaign finance investigation? 

A. The FBI does not routinely account for its expenses at the investigative case level; therefore, 
the actual cost to date of the CAMPCON investigation is not available. However, those costs 
readily identifiable to the CAMPCON investigation have been compiled and total $3,910,31 1. 

Honorable Bob Barr 

Q. Who conducted the background investigation on Larry Lawrence? 

A. The State Department conducted the background investigation on Mr. Lawrence. 
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Federal Grand Jnry Subpoenas issued to the EOP, 
and to the White House Principals; 

Compliance Status as of 12/15/97 

L Federal Grand Jury Subpoenas issued to the Executive Office of the President (EOP) 
Subpoena #001 

1. Description of Items Sought - All documents related to John Huang, Pauline and 
Praitun Kanchanalak, Arief and Soraya Wiriadinata, Hashim Ning, Yogesh Gandhi, 
Hogen Fukunaga, Yoshia Tanaka, George Psaltis, Hsing Yun, Su-Jen Wu, Shih 
Hsin Kuang, Hsiao Pi-Hsia, Chu Lin Hsui, Jou Sheng, Man Ya Shih, Siuw Moi 
Lian, Johnny Chung, Mi Ryu Ahn, Gary Hsueh, John H.K. Lee, Keshi Zhan, 

Xiping Wang, Yue F. Chu, Yah Lin Trie, Mochtar and James Riady, the Lippo 
Group, LippoBank, Cheong Am America, K&L International, Psaltis Corporation, 
Hip Hing Holdings, Automated Intelligence Systems, Bang Chang International, 
Bang Chang Group, San Kin Yip International Trading Corp. 

2. Issue Date- 12/9/96. 

3. Return Date - 1/10/97. 

4. Compliance Status - Production nearly complete 

All redacted documents received pursuant to subpoena #001 have been reviewed 
in their entirety by DOJ/P1S attorneys & FBI Agents resulting in production of the 
documents by the White House (WH) if specifically requested. Privileged 
documents (40) reviewed and relevant documents obtained (16). 

5. Outstanding Issues 

a) E-mail - Production complete as to time period 12/1/95 through 12/31/96 
(herein referred to as Period 3). Meeting held at the WH on 7/16/97 at 5:00 pm 
with WH and FBI technical representatives to discuss production of all e-mail. 
Time period 7/1/94 through 1 1/30/95 e-mail (Period 2) has been reconstructed and 
assembled for searching. Estimated production time frame is October, 
1997-January, 1998. Reconstruction and assembly of e-mail for the period 
1/20/93 - 6/30/94 (Period 1) will require 14-16 months with production anticipated 
by December, 1998. 

b) Phone Messages - The WH requested that the task force narrow the focus of a 
search of 136 boxes of archived telephone message pads. We have asked for an 
immediate search of 66 boxes as relevant to our WH/DNC Core Group 
investigation. To avoid delays in production due to privilege claims, we will 
separately ask that 19 boxes drawn from the WH Counsel’s Office be searched 
independent of the other boxes. 
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Subpoena #1*4 

1. Description of Items Sought - All documents related to Roger Tamraz and/or 
Tamoil, Inc. to include records reflecting meetings and/or visits to the WH; 
communications re: Tamraz with DNC Chairman Donald Fowler, National 
Security Agency official Sheila Heslin, and personnel at the U.S. Department of 
Energy and the Central Intelligence Agency; and any record of discussions or 
deliberations regarding granting Tamraz access to any person in the EOP. 

2. Issue Date -3/17/97. 

3. Return Date - 3/28/97. 

4. Compliance Status • Production complete. 

5. Outstanding Issues - None. 

Subpoena #213 

1 . Description of Items Sought - All documents and records related to the WHODB 
data base to include the identity of contractors and EOP personnel who 
participated in the creation or modification of the WHODB; the identity of trained 
personnel; identity of those authorized to request or receive WHODB reports and 
those who have done so; operations manuals, technical documentation and training 
materials; file structure and layout of the data base and/or documents defining all 
information contained in the data base tables. 

2. Issue Date - 3/28/97 

3. Return Date - 5/2/97 

4. Compliance Status - 1 1 boxes and data base 

5 . Outstanding Issues 

a) Redaction of "Overnight Guests" data - Record of overnight stays of individuals 
who donated less than $5000 to DNC impermissibly redacted from database. 
DOJ/PIS to enforce compliance through demand for an unredacted copy of the 
database in electronic form. 

b) E-mail production (all time periods) 

Subpoena #214 

1. Description of Items Sought - Documents and records as follows: meetings 
among Michael Cardozo and others regarding the Presidential Legal Expense 
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Trust to include minutes, note, memoranda, and correspondence regarding such 
meetings; meetings regarding periodic campaign fund-raising or strategy sessions; 
all so-called ‘coffee Watches* to include notes, minutes, memoranda, 
correspondence, guest lists, photographs, invitations, records of contributions or 
donations, planning, budgeting, billing and expenditure information; identity of all 
overnight guests of the WH who donated or contributed $5,000 or more to the 
DNC or to a candidate for federal office and dates of their stays. 

2. Issue Date -3/28/97. 

3. Return Date -5/16/97. 

4. Compliance Status - Substantially complete 

5. Outstanding Issues - 

a) Limit of ‘Overnight Guests” data - Names of individual overnight guests who 
donated less than $5000 to DNC and/or any campaign were not received due to 
flawed language in subpoena. Obtained through new subpoena #567. 

b) E-mail production (all time periods) 

Subpoena # 294 

1 . Description of Items Sought - All documents relating to West Publishing Company 
and any communication between West Publishing Company or any of its 
subsidiaries or affiliates with the EOP, and any visits by any employee, including 
Vance or Dwight Opperman, to the EOP; documents related to communication 
between Vance or Dwight Opperman or any member of their immediate families 
with the EOP; documents relating to communication between The Thomson 
Corporation or its subsidiaries or affiliates and the EOP, and any visits by any 
employee to the EOP; all document relating to communication between the EOP 
and the Department of Justice concerning West Publishing Company and The 
Thomson Corporation 

2. Issue Date - 5/9/97. 

3. Return Date - 6/20/97. 

4. Compliance Status - Production complete. 

5. Outstanding Issues - None. 

Subpoena #311 

1 . Description of Items Sought - All documents relating to persons who flew aboard 
Air Force One or Air Force Two, and made any donation, contribution or gift, or 
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made any expenditure or disbursement on behalf of the DNC, any candidate for 
federal, state or local office or any federal, state or local political party or 
committee, and related costs and reimbursements 

2. Issue Date- 5/28/97 

3. Return Date- 6/18/97 

4. Compliance Status- Partial production 7/16/97. Balance received 7/25/97. 
Substantial redactions prompted issuance of follow up subpoena #608. 

5. Outstanding Issues 

a) E-mail production (all periods) 

Subpoena #489 

1. Description of Items Sought - All documents related to meetings held in the WH, 
to include the WH residence, or the DNC, with members of the EOP, the DNC or 
Cfinton/Gore *96, to discuss election campaign fund-raising, with corresponding 
dates, attendees, location, or substance of such meetings. 

All documents relating to Harold Ickes as follows: fund-raising in connection with 
any federal election campaign^) or party-building activities; records relating to any 
member, representative or agent of Meyer, Souzzi, English and Klein, or relating 
to members of the DNC, the International Brotherhood of Teamsters; AFL-CIO, 
or the Laborers Internationa] Union of North America or any affiliated entities; all 
telephone messages/logs for incoming/outgoing calls; appointment logs and 
calendars. All documents relating to Richard S. Morris. 

2. Issue Date - 6/26/97 

3. Return Date -7/30/97 

4. Compliance Status • Production 7/1 8/97. Production substantially complete. 

Unredacted copies of previously redacted documents produced. 

5. Outstanding Issues 

a) E-mail production (all periods) 

Subpoena #S18 

1. Description of Items Sought - Ail documents contained within the office or file of 
David M. Strauss which relate to donors, contributors, solicitations, donations, 
contributions, gifts, expenditures, disbursements, and/or fund-raising, in 
connection with any federal election campaigns) or party-building activities, to 
include handwritten notes describing telephone calls by the POTUS or VPOTUS. 
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2. Issue Date -7/8/97 

3. Return Date -7/16/97 

4. Compliance Status - Production 7/18/97. Received unredacted copies of 

previously redacted documents. 

5. Outstanding Issues 

a) E-mail production (all periods) 

Subpoena #566 

1. Description of items sought - All documents and records relating or referring to 
political fundraising solicitations by the President, Vice-President, First Lady, or 
Mrs. Gore, excluding fundraising solicitations made in the White House residence 
or in the residence of the Vice-President. Such documents and records shall 
include telephone records, call sheets, Clinton/Gore financing call sheets, DNC 
financing call sheets, memoranda, letters, “thank you" letters, notes, notes of 
staffers present when calls were made, record of originating telephone call 
location, records of billing, to include, but not limited to, DNC and Clinton /Gore 
Campaign calling card information and U.S. Government calling card information. 

2. Issue date -7/3 1/97. 

3. Return date -8/15/97. 

4. Compliance status - Subpoena withdrawn due to initiation of a 30 day Independent 
Counsel Act (ICA) review into allegations that the VPOTUS made telephone 
fundraising solicitations from his office. The Task Force requested, and received, 
voluntary production of all relevant records. 

5. Outstanding issues - None. 

Subpoena #567 

1 . Description of items sought - All documents and records relating or referring to 
any guests’ overnight stays at the White House, including, but not limited to all 
documents and records identifying the guests, including date of birth, social 
security account number, address, telephone number, the dates of their stays, and 
all notes, minutes, memoranda, correspondence, and other documents pertaining 
to those stays, including records relating or referring to costs and reimbursements 
associated with the stays, excepting only records relating to events held at the 
White House or Camp David that were personal and private events of the first 
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family. 

2. Issue date * 8/8/97. 

3. Return date - 8/27/97. 

4. Compliance status - Return date extended to 1/98. 

5. Outstanding issues -Task Force and White House computer personnel are 
currently working together to develop format in which information is to be 
delivered. 

Subpoena #568 

1 . Description of items sought - For each person who stayed overnight within the 
White House, and/or attended a Clinton/Gore campaign event or DNC sponsored 
event, to include, but not limited to coffees, dinners, entertainment or social 
events: 

(1) Daily trip ticket information including, but not limited to, vehicle identity, 
driver identity, destinations, and times of travel regarding such person; 

(2) All documents and records relating or referring to the costs and any 
reimbursements associated with the travel described in the foregoing 

paragraph, and all records identifying date of birth, social security account number, 

address, and telephone number regarding the person traveling. 

2. Issue date - 7/30/97. 

3. Return date - 9/05/97. 

4. Compliance status - By letter. White House Counsel advised that records sought 

through this subpoena are disposed of after 30 days. White House Counsel 
provided vague DOD policy on this issue and identified a custodian witness for 
interview. The Chief White House Usher and a Military Officer were 
subsequently interviewed and confirmed that records were, in fact, disposed of 
after 30 days. Remaining documents turned over to the Task Force produced no 
evidence of value. 

5. Outstanding issues - None. 

Subpoena #571 

1 . Description of items sought - Ail documents and records relating or referring to 
Ng Lap Seng, also known as "Mr. Wu*. 
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2. Issue dale - 7/3 1/97. 

3. Return date -8/15/97. 

4. Compliance status • production complete. 

5. Outstanding issues - None. 

Subpoena #574 

1. Description of hems sought - AH documents and records relating or referring to 
political fundraising solicitations by the President, Vice-President, First Lady, or 
Mrs. Gore, which fundraising solicitations were made in or from the White House 
residence or in or from the residence of the Vice-President Such documents and 
records shafl include telephone records, call sheets, Climon/Gore financing call 
sheets, DNC financing call sheets, memoranda, letters, "thank you" letters, notes, 
notes of staffers present when calls were made, record of originating telephone call 
location, records of billing, to include, but not limited to, DNC and Clinton/Gore 
campaign calling card information and U S. government calling card information. 

2. Issue date - 8/4/97. 

3. Return date - 8/15/97. 

4. Compliance status - Subpoena withdrawn due to initiation of a 30 day Independent 
Counsel Act (ICA) review into allegations that the VPOTUS made telephone 
fundraising solicitations from his office. The Task Force requested, and received, 
voluntary production of all relevant records. 

5. Outstanding issues - None. 

Subpoena #663 

1. Description of items sought - AH documents and records (including, but not 
limited to, complete flight manifests) relating or referring to travel aboard Air 
Force One or Air Force Two by all persons, excluding press, U.S. Secret Service, 
and military personnel, and excluding members of the Clinton and Gore Families 
other than the President and Mrs. Clinton and the Vice-President and Mrs. Gore. 
Such documents and records shall include those relating or referring to the costs 
and any reimbursements associated with travel aboard Air Force One and Air 
Force Two, and those identifying date of birth, social security number, address, 
telephone number, and date(s) of travel aboard Air Force One and Air Force Two. 

2. Issue date • 3/19/97. 

3. Return date - 9/3/97. 
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4. Compliance status - Records expected to be received 12/23/97. 

5. Outstanding issues - Documents were not computerized or in organized form. 

U.S. Air Force personnel are currently organizing documents in a readable format. 

II. Federal Grand Jury Subpoenas issued to the Principals 

Subpoena #597 

1 . Description of items sought - Directed to the President personally, this subpoena 
seeks any and all documents within his personal custody or control relating or 
referring to the following: 

(1) Fundraising or campaign finance meetings which occurred in the EOP. 

(2) Political fundraising solicitations by the President, Vice-President, First Lady, 

or Mrs. Gore. 

(3) Breakfasts, coffees, dinners, and social events sponsored by the DNC and/or 
the Clinton/Gore campaign which occurred in the EOP. 

(4) Guests* overnight stays at the White House. 

(5) DNC and/or Clinton/Gore campaign donor relations and assistance programs, 
including any and all records of "perks" afforded donors. 

(6) The White House data base (WHOdb). 

(7) Yah Lin Trie, aka "Charlie* Trie, and the Presidential legal expense trust. 

(8) Twenty-eight individuals considered potential subjects of this investigation. 

(9) Thirteen corporate or business entities relevant to this criminal investigation. 

2. Issue date -8/13/97. 

3. Return date - 9/26/97, 

4. Compliance status - Due to the initiation of two ICA 30 day reviews into 
VPOTUS and POTUS solicitations, that portion of the subpoena language (and 
only that portion) regarding political fundraising by the POTUS, VPOTUS, 
FLOTUS and Mrs. Gore was withdrawn. Otherwise, the subpoena remained in 
force. On 9/29/97, the Task Force received a letter from the POTUS* personal 
counsel, David E. Kendall. Enclosed with the letter were copies of some 
documents which were subpoenaed. Kendall believed that the bulk of the 
documents identified in the subpoena were in the possession of other parties, 
including the White House and the DNC. Kendall advised that he has no authority 
to produce official or government documents. 

5 . Outstanding issues - None. 


Subpoena #598 
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1 . Description of items sought - Directed personally to the First Lady, this omnibus 
subpoena seeks documents and records within her personal custody or control 
identical to that sought through subpoena number 597. 

2. Issue date -8/13/97. 

3. Return date - 9/26/97. 

4. Compliance status - Due to the initiation of two ICA 30 day reviews into 
VPOTUS and POTUS solicitations, that portion of the subpoena language (and 
only that portion) regarding political fundraising by the POTUS, VPOTUS, 
FLOTUS and Mrs. Gore was withdrawn. Otherwise, the subpoena remained in 
force. On 9/29/97, the Task Force received a letter from the FLOTUS* personal 
counsel, David E. Kendall. Enclosed with the letter were copies of some 
documents which were subpoenaed. Kendall believes that the bulk of the 
documents identified in the subpoena were in the possession of other parties, 
including the WhiteHouse and the DNC. Kendall advised that he has no authority 
to produce official or government documents. 

5 . Outstanding issues - None. 

Subpoena #599 

1 . Description of items sought - Directed personally to the Vice-President, this 
omnibus subpoena seeks records in his personal custody or control identical to 
those sought through subpoena number 597. 

2. Issue date -8/13/97. 

3. Return date - 9/26/97. 

4. Compliance status - Due to the initiation of two ICA 30 day reviews into 
VPOTUS and POTUS solicitations, that portion of the subpoena language (and 
only that portion) regarding political fundraising by the POTUS, VPOTUS, 
FLOTUS and Mrs. Gore was withdrawn. Otherwise, the subpoena remained in 
force. 

5. Outstanding issues - Will request that a Task Force attorney follow-up with 
VPOTUS Counsel on this issue of production. 

Subpoena #600 

1. Description of items sought • Directed to Mrs. Mary Elizabeth Gore, tins omnibus 
subpoena seeks documents in her personal custody and control identical in nature 
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to those sought through subpoena #597. 

2. Issue date -8/13/97. 

3. Return date -9/26/97. 

4. Compliance status - Due to the initiation of the two ICA 30 day reviews into 
VPOTUS and POTUS solicitations, that portion of the subpoena language (and 
only that portion) regarding political fundraising by the POTUS, VPOTUS, 
FLOTUS and Mrs. Gore was withdrawn. Otherwise, the subpoena remained in 
force. 

5. Outstanding issues - Will request that a Task Force attorney follow-up with Mrs. 
Gore's attorney on the issue of production. 

Subpoena #776 

1 . Description of items sought-EOP: Testimony of Lanny Brewer concerning 
compliance of subpoenas served. 

2. Issue date- 1 0/7/97. 

3. Return date- 10/8/97. 

4. Compliance status- Brewer testified that the White House was doing everything 
possible to produce subpoenaed records to the Task Force in the time required. 

5. Outstanding issues- None. 

1. Course of Action to Resolve Issues 

A. Will closely monitor e-mail reconstruction and assembly/searching through assistance 
of Division 4 technical personnel and demand production as soon as technically 
feasible. 

B. Will monitor production of responsive telephone messages and task search in phases. 

C. Will enforce compliance regarding redacted version of WHODB. 

D. Will require custodian certifications upon completion of production to all subpoenas. 
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BOB BARR 

TmCMTMCT 


RHONE: (BOB) 22B-EBS1 
Fax: OO0 22S-2M4 
immrm. Hao1nmtm.kovm.9nt/tani 



CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES 

1130 LONGWORTH HOUSE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON. O.C. 20616-1007 


COMMITTEES: 

BANKING AMO FINANCIAL SERVICES 
GOVERNMENT 
REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
'JUOtClARY 


December 11, 1997 


The Honorable Louis J. Freeh 
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Ave., N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535-0001 

IN RF.: Background Checks on White House Welfare Workers 
Dear Dirwjof^reS^^ 

At the Government Reform hearing yesterday I referenced information indicating 
people were given jobs in the White Hriie as part of the welfarc-to-work program 
' instituted to help people get off welfare and back into the workplace. I brought the 
issue up in the bearing to ask if foil background checks were performed on these 
people before they were hired. My concern lies not with placing welfare recipients 
in jobs in the White House, but rather whether they have gone through foil 
background checks. 

Due to the importance and sensitivity of the information that is processed in the 
White House, all employees should be screened and foil background checks should 
be completed. Please let me know specifically if all such persons were checked out 
fully, and that no derogatory information was uncovered before being allowed access 
to the White House. 

I appreciate your attention to this matter and look forward to your prompt response. 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Wuhitftoo, D. C. 20535 


December 17, 1997 
BY LIAISON 


Honorable Bob Barr 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Congressman Barr: 

This responds to your December 11, 1997, letter 
concerning background checks on White House welfare workers. 

The FBI conducts background investigations on potential 
employees of the White House to include candidates of the 
welfare-to-work program. 

The background investigation is a comprehensive inquiry 
designed to verify information provided by the individual who is 
the subject of the background investigation (hereinafter referred 
to as the "candidate") and gather information to assist the White 
House, and others, in the decision-making process concerning the 
candidate's suitability for federal employment and/or access to 
classified information. In conducting these background 
investigations, it is the FBI's goal tc provide a complete, 
thorough, and impartial product to the White House in a timely 
manner . 

Once the background investigation is completed, the 
results are forwarded to the White House component which 
requested it. The FBI does not adjudicate, nor does it render 
opinions on, the background investigation results provided to the 
White House component. Furthermore, the FBI does not assess the 
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reliability or credibility of the source of the information. The 
FBI's function in the background investigation process is purely 
fact finding. 

The FBI respectfully defers any questions concerning 
hiring of White House personnel to security officer. Chuck 
Easley, Executive Office of the President, the White, House. 

If I can be of any further assistance, please do not 
hesitate to call. 



Sincerely yours, 

Z''' 

/ 

John E. Collingwood 
Inspector in Charge 
Office of Public and 
Congressional Affairs 
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December 18, 1997 


Louis J. Freeh 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
J. Edgar Hoover Building 
9* Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20535 

Re: Esm$ fefDotumcnl? 


Dear Director Freeh: 

I am writing to request that the FBI produce certain documents to the Committee. 
It has come to our attention that the FBI possesses original documents that were in the 
possession of Dwight Linkous of Heber Springs, Arkansas. The majority of the 
documents concern the possible purchase of die Camelot Hotel in Little Rock, Arkansas 
by a group of Asian businessmen. Please produce copies of the documents to the 
Committee by January 7, 1998. 

If you have any questions about this request, please contact Investigative Counsel 
David Kass at (202) 225-3074. Thank you for your cooperation. 
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December 19, 1997 


VIA FACSIMILE (2Q2) 616-1080 
Craig Iscoe 

Counselor to the Deputy Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Ave, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Mr. Iscoe: 

I write to summarize the our meeting on Wedoeday, December 17. 

At the outset, I want to express the Committee’s surprise to learn that the Department of 
Justice has failed to process any of the the information requested in our October 22, 1997 letter, 
despite repeated assurances that the processing was actively underway. Committee staff have 
documented several assurances made to them by Justice officials in the Office of Congressional 
Affairs that the document processing was under way and the production of records would be 
made available to the Committee at the earliest time practicable. Obviously, these assurances 
were not accurate. 

As a result of our meeting yesterday, the Department of Justice has committed to provide 
the Committee with all Mercury Action records pertaining or relating to Nora and Eugene Lum; 
including but not limited to video and audio recordings. These files are to be turned over to the 
Committee on a rolling submission to begin immediately. 

In addition, you stated that a prompt search of all FBI field offices in Hawaii, California 
and Oklahoma will be conducted for all information regarding the Lums, the Asian Pacific 
Advisory Council (APAQ; including all information regarding the Lums and any activities 
related to the Lums provided by Charles Chidiac, FBI agents and/or any other person. You 
further agreed to provide all records regarding any search warrants issued or denied pertaining to 
the Lums. 

At this time the Committee also requests all Mercury Action files and any information at 
FBI field offices or at the Department of Justice relating to individuals and entities named in its 
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October 22 letter request. The Committee suggests that an efficient search may begin at the 
offices of the Task Force, since we presume someone there may know something about the Lums 
and their activities. 

Further, you also promised to respond fully to paragraphs 1 and 2 of the Committee's 
October 22 request. 

In addition, the Committee requests copies of: 1) the declination letter and all supporting 
documentation, relating thereto, by the United States Attorney in Hawaii whereby it was decided 
not to prosecute Nora and Eugene Lum; 2) the January 13 , 1994 declination letter and all 
supporting documentation, relating thereto, by the Office of Public Integrity regarding the Lums; 
and 3) all memos regarding Mercury Action circulated within the Department of Justice, 
including but not limited to those addressed to Webster Hubbell, Phillip Heymann and Janet 
Reno. 


With regard to paragraph 4 of the Committee's request, you agreed to provide the 
Committee with a written response as to whether the Ron Miller tapes will be provided to the 
Committee. As we have stated in the meeting, and several prior occasions, Ron Miller had 
agreed, before his death, to give us copies of those tapes. Also, as we stated, the Committee has 
written documentation regarding the substance of the telephone calls contained on the tapes. If it 
is determined that the Department of Justice will not provide the tapes, please include an 
explanation of the legal basis for that decision. 

The information we have requested is of critical importance to the Committee's ongoing 
investigation of the Lums and their activities with regard to possible illegal campaign activities 
and other matters. Please cooperate and provide the requested documents to the Committee in a 
timely manner. 



Chief Investigative Counsel 
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U.S. Deportment of Justice 
Federal Bureau of Isracigatioo 


Warttfcguia, D. C. 20535 

December 19, 1997 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D C. 20515-5143 

Dear Chairman Burton. 

In response to the Committee’s request at an FBI briefing on Mercury Action 
conducted on December 17, 1997, enclosed please find 30 tapes of consensual recordings made 
during the course of the investigation. As discussed in the meeting, we request that you confer 
with us concerning any subsequent public dissemination of these tapes the Committee might seek 
to make. 


If we can be of further assistance to the Committee in this matter, please do not 
hesitate to contact my office at (202) 324-2727. 


Sincerely, 





John CoDingwood 
Assistant Director 


1 - The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D C. 20515 




u i 
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January 8, 1998 



Via Facsimile 514-9149 

The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: DecHnation Memorandum Relating to Ronald H. Blackley 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 

On December 3, 1997, the Committee requested a copy of die Department of Justice’s 
declination memorandum relating to Ronald H. Blackley, who served former Secretary of 
Agriculture Mike Espy as his chief of staff. To dale, dm Committee has not received a copy of 
the memorandum or a respon se to the December 3 letter (see enclosed). 

This memorandum is important to the Committee’s understanding of the decisions made 
regarding certain prosecutorial decisions made by the Public Integrity Section. Given that the 
Public Integrity Section declined to prosecute Ronald H. Blackley and given that he has 
subsequently been convicted, thereby closing the case, the release of this memorandum to the 
Committee can’t possibly interfere with any ongoing criminal justice matter. 

I would appreciate your providing the Committee with the declination memorandum by 
Monday, January 12, 1997. 



DB/wem 

Enclosure 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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January 9, 1998 


Commissioner Doris Meissner 
Immigration & Naturalization Service 
Washington, D.C. 20S36 

Dear Commissioner Meissner 

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, 
the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight hereby requests certain records. 

PtfinittoBs an4 taanKfeoa 

1 . This request calls for the production of records, documents, and compilations 
of data and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody, or control, 
including, but not limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as 
well as any records to which you have access, any records which were formerly in your 
possession, or which you have put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. 
Unless a time period is specifically identified, the request includes all documents to the 
present. 


2. For purposes of this request, the terms "refer* or "relate" and "concerning* as to 
any given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, 
mentions, deals with or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including 
but not limited to records concerning the preparation of other records. 

3. The conjunctions "or* and "and” are to be read interchangeably in the manner 
that gives this request the broadest reading. 

4. No records, documents, data or information called for by this request shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

5. If you have knowledge that any requested record, document, data or 
information has been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, 
documents, data or information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding. 
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loss, deposit or disposal. 

6. When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or 
information as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list 
each record, document, compilation of data or information by date, type, addressee, 
author (and if different, the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated 
or known circulation. Also, indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, 
document, compilation of data or information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity 
of the claim of privilege. 

7. This request is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of 
data or information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the 
return date shall be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

8. Please provide a printed and, where possible, an electronic version of records. 
Electronic information may be stored on Vh inch diskettes in ASCII format In addition, 
please provide the Committee’s Minority staff with an identical copy of all records 
provided. 


Requested Items 

Please provide the following documents: 

1 . All records relating to the position of the Clinton Administration on the 
elimination of the immigration preference for siblings of United States 
citizens, including, but not limited to such proposals contained in H.R. 
2202, the “Immigration in the National Interest Act of 1995," between 
January 1, 1995 and the present; 

2. All records relating to the participation or attendance of Commissioner 
Meissner or any other representative or employee of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service at any event sponsored by the Democratic National 
Committee or the Clinton-Gore 1996 presidential campaign; 

3. All records, including, but not limited to calendars and telephone 
messages relating to the following individuals and entities: 

a. John Huang; 

b. Maria Hsia; 

c. Yah Lin “Charlie" Trie; 

d. Chong Lo; 

e. LeiChu; 

f. Daihatsu International Trading Corp.; 

g. Democratic National Committee; 

b. International Buddhist Light Association, Inc. 
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Please produce the requested documents by the close of business on January 23, 
1998. If you have any questions about this request, please contact Investigative Counsel 
David Kass, at (202) 225-5074. 



Chairman 
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January 16, 1998 



Larry R. Parkinson, Esq. 

General Counsel 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Room 7427 

Washington, D.C. 20535 

Re: December 17, 1997 Submission by Office of 

Public and Congressional Affairs 

Dear Larry: 

Pursuant to our conversation of today, I am enclosing a copy 
of the submission from John E. Collingwood, Inspector in Charge, 
Office of Public and Congressional Affairs, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, to the Committee on December 17, 1997. Barbara 
Comstock, Chief Investigative Counsel and I reviewed this material. 
Several lawyers cr. the staff would have briefly seen your 
submission. It was not seen by Chairman Dan Burton, although 
general topic areas were discussed with the Chairman. 

If you have any questions, do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Richard 0. Bennett 
Chief Counsel 

Enclosure 
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•a, Jjington.il. €. 20530 

January 23, 1998 


The Honorable Michael R. Bromwich 
Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington, DC 20530 

Re: Order pursuant to Section 8E of the 

Inspector general Act 

Dear Mr. Bromwich: 

On December 18, 1997, I received your report, titled "The 
CIA- Contra -Crack Cocaine Controversy: A Review of the Justice 

Department's Investigations and Prosecutions," which you signed 
on December 17, 1997. Public disclosure of the report has been 
deferred since that time because of law enforcement concerns 
unrelated to the ultimate conclusions reached in your report. I 
have been advised that these law enforcement concerns were first 
brought to your attention shortly before you transmitted the 
report to me on December 18, which was the scheduled release 
date. 


Pursuant to the Inspector General Act of 1978, S U.S .C App. 
3, I have made the determination specified under Section 8E(a) (2) 
that the release of your report at this time would lead to the 
disclosure of one or more of the specified categories of 
sensitive information specified in Section 8E(a)(l). 

Accordingly, I am directing you to continue to defer the public 
release of your report. This prohibition on public disclosure of 
your report shall remain in effect until I determine that the law 
enforcement concerns that have caused me to make this decision no 
longer warrant deferral of its public release. It is my 
expectation that you will be able to release your report publicly 
once these law enforcement concerns abate and that, in the 
meantime, your report will not be changed. 

I further understand that pursuant to Section 8E(a) (3} of 
the Inspector General Act, you will transmit copies of this 
notice within 30 days of the date of this letter to the House and 
Senate Judiciary Committees, the Senate Governmental Affairs 
Committee and the House Government Reform and Oversight 


833 


The Honorable Michael R. Bromwich 
Page 2 

Committee. Further, because of their interest in your 
investigation and report, I understand that you also will 
transmit copies of this notice to the Senate Select Committee on 
Intelligence and the House Permanent Select Committee on 
Intelligence. 


Sincerely, 
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U. S. Department of Justice 

Office of the Inspector General 


January 23, 1998 

The Honorable Dan L. Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Pursuant to section 8E(a) (3) of the Inspector General Act of 
1978, as amended, I am transmitting the notice of Attorney 
General Reno, dated January 23, directing me not to publicly 
disclose our report entitled "The CIA- Contra- Crack Cocaine 
Controversy: A Review of the Justice Department’s Investigations 

and Prosecutions." 

On December 17, 1997, I signed the report, which is the 
culmination of a careful and thorough investigation, begun in 
September 1996, into the allegations first raised by a series of 
articles in the San Jose Mercury News . The report, which is over 
400 pages long, details the actions of the Department of Justice 
regarding the individuals and allegations initially raised by the 
newspaper articles, as well as other closely related matters. 

It is wholly separate and independent from a related inquiry 
conducted by the CIA's Office of Inspector General. 

On December 18, I transmitted the report to the Attorney 
General and the Deputy Attorney General. Although the report was 
scheduled to be released on December 18, public disclosure of the 
report was deferred because of law enforcement concerns that were 
first brought to our attention shortly before its scheduled 
release. Over the past month, we have been working diligently to 
resolve the issues that have blocked public disclosure of the 
report. Much to my regret, that effort has not resulted in 
clearing the obstacles to the report's publication. 

Pursuant to Section 8E(a) (2) of the Inspector General Act, 
the Attorney General has directed me not to release the report at 
this time. I respect that decision and must of course abide by 
it. While the report is being held, its contents will not be 
changed. I hope that we will be able to release the report in 
its entirety in the coming months. At that time, I look forward 
to a full and open discussion of its findings. 
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If you have any questions relating to this natter, please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 

Very truly yours, 

VALbf 

Michael R. Bromwich 
Inspector General 

Enclosure 

cc : The -Attorney General 

.The Deputy Attorney General 
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of % Attorn * q (General 

Yaatiington.H. (fi. 20530 

January 27, 1998 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letter of December 16, 1997, which 
requested the identity of those Department of Justice officials 
who provided me with advice concerning my recent decision not to 
seek the appointment of an independent counsel for the President 
and Vice President with regard to their telephone solicitations 
of campaign contributions. 

In making my decision, I sought advice from many people 
in the Department, both career and non- career employees. 

As the Department has informed other congressional committees, 
the Campaign Finance Task Force is headed by Charles LaBella, 
who reports through Lee Radek, Chief of the Public Integrity 
Section, to Mark Richard, the Acting Assistant Attorney General 
with regard to this matter. Mr. Richard in turn reports to 
Deputy Attorney General Brie Holder, who reports to me. 

I must respectfully decline to answer your specific 
question, however. The same principles that have limited 
the information I have been able to provide Congress about 
our ongoing investigation require that I decline to identify 
specifically the individuals who advised me about the decision 
in question. The basis for this position is the executive 
branch's constitutional responsibility to protect the integrity 
of ongoing criminal investigations and prosecutorial 
decisionmaking. See Memorandum for the Attorney General from 
Charles J. Cooper, Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal 
Counsel, Re: Response to Co ngressional Requests for Information 
Regarding Decisions made U nder the I ndependent Counsel Act. 

10 Op. O.L.C. 68, 72-81 (1986) (section entitled "Protecting 
the Integrity of Criminal Investigations"). Our longstanding 
position on the confidentiality of ongoing criminal matters is 
based in significant part on "the separation of powers between 
the executive and legislative branches." Id. at 72. 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 
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The constitutional allocation of responsibilities requires 
that the Department seek to accommodate Congress's legitimate 
information needs while at the same time protecting the 
independence and integrity of the Executive's investigative and 
prosecutorial process. Sfifi United Sta tes v. American Tel. & Tel. 
Co. . 567 F.2d 121, 127 (D.C. Cir. 1977) f[E]ach branch should 
take cognizance of an inqplicit constitutional mandate to seek 
optimal accommodation through a realistic evaluation of the needs 
of the conflicting branches in the particular fact situation.”). 
Therefore, I am committed to seeking to satisfy Congress's needs 
in this area by explaining my decisions regarding whether to 
appoint an independent counsel. I firmly believe, however, that 
it is an inappropriate intrusion into the conduct of this ongoing 
criminal investigation for Congress to inquire into the details 
of my consultations in connection with these decisions, including 
identification of the individuals with whom I have consulted. 

As Director Freeh and I stated in our December 8th letter 
to you about the Director's memorandum to me: 

Public and judicial confidence in the criminal 
justice process would be undermined by congressional 
intrusion into an ongoing criminal investigation. 

Access to the confidential details of an ongoing 
investigation would place Members of Congress in a 
position to exert pressure or attempt to influence the 
prosecution of specific cases, irreparably damaging 
enforcement efforts. 

I believe that the same concerns would be implicated by 
disclosure to Congress of the identities of individuals who 
are advising me in a pending criminal matter. This, too, could 
place Members of Congress in a position to exert pressure upon 
these individuals, and at the very least would surely create the 
perception of such pressure. It thus would undermine confidence 
in the fair administration of justice. These concerns clearly 
outweigh any possible legislative or oversight desire to know 
the names of the people who advised me about this decision that 
I alone made -- and for which I alone am accountable. 

Moreover, as both Director Freeh and I testified at your 
Committee '8 hearing last month, it is imperative that I -- and 
future Attorneys General -- receive forthright and frank advice 
from subordinates who need not fear that their identities and 
views will be made known outside of this institution. The 
potential chilling effect on the candor of the advice I will 
receive is especially evident where, as here, the investigation 
is an ongoing one where 1 will no doubt be seeking advice in the 
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days ahead from many of the individuals who advised me on the 
decision that is the subject of your request. 

I trust that you will recognize the sensitivity of this area 
and that you will find the above response sufficient. 


Sijaoprely, 

/ / 






Janet Reno 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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Bv Facsimi le and First Class Hail 


The Honorable Louis J. Freeh 

Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 

J. Edgar Hoover Building 

9th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535 

Dear Director Freeh: 

As you are aware, the House committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight is conducting an investigation of campaign finance abuses 
and possible violations of law. The task the House has asked us to 
undertake is important, and includes examining sensitive 
intelligence issues. Your cooperation thus far has assisted the 
Committee with its investigation and is appreciated. 

As our hearings have progressed, it has become apparent that 
your testimony along with the testimony of Attorney General Reno, 
Director Tenet of the Central Intelligence Agency, and Director 
Minihan of the National Security Agency, would help the Committee 
better understand issues we are currently examining. Although 
Representative Waxman and I have heard already some of the 
information you would share in closed session, I believe it is 
essential to the integrity of the investigation that the full 
Committee learn what you know about individuals and activities that 
relate to our mandate. In short, I would like to invite you to 
testify in a closed executive session of the full Committee about 
the intelligence aspects of the can^aign finance investigation. I 
understand hearings of this nature were held in the course of the 
Senate investigation last year. I would like to hold the closed 
session on either Wednesday, February 25, or Thursday, February 26, 
1998, preferably starting at 10:00 a.m. 

Please coordinate your schedule with the schedules of Attorney 
General Reno, Director Tenet and Director Minihan, and let me know 
as soon as possible which date is the most convenient. Please also 
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have your staff contact Michael Bopp, Senior Investigative Counsel, 
at {202) 226-2299 to discuss logistical issues and the topics we 
would like discussed. 

Thank you for your assistance. 



Chairman 


cc: Congressman Henry A. Maxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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February 3, 1998 



Vk Facsimile: S 14-9149 

The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 

I write regarding the D e pa rt ment of Justice's refusal to provide the Committee with declination 
memoranda from the “Mercury Action 194A-HN-9541" investigation and the spin-off investigation, 
“194A-HN-10420" regarding Gene and Nora Lum. These documents were requested in a December 19, 
1997, letter request to the Department Also, I have not yet received the declination memorandum 
regarding Ronald H. Blackley which was requested in two letters dated December 3, 1997 and January 
8, 1998. I r espectfully request that you comply with the Committee's requests immediately. 


1 do not understand why the Department has refused to cooperate with the Committee in this 
regard. Your staff have represented to my staff that these types of memoranda art never produced to 
congressional committees; however, this is not the case. The Department has produced declination 
memoranda to this Committee, which should be well known to the individuals responsible for 
responding to this request since they participated in previous productions in which declination 
memoranda were provided to the Committee. For example, the Department produced a January 1 1, 

1 996, memorandum recommending that Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens not be prosecuted for 
their role in the White House Travel Office matter. The memorandum was submitted for the public 
record by the minority members of the Committee and included by the minority in the Committee's 
report titled Investigation of the White House Travel Office Firings and Related Matters. Ms. Faith 
Burton, who works in your legislative affairs office, should be able to folly brief you on this precedent 


Thank you for your attention to this inypngnt matter. I look forward to hearing from you soon. 



» Burton 
Chairman 



cc: The Honorable Henry Waxnun 
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February 6, 1998 



Bv Fax (202/305-1066^ and Firrt Class Mail 

Mr. Bat Rizzo 
Congressional Relations 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
Chester Arthur Budding 
425 1 Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20536 

Dear Mr. Rizzo: 

As you are aware, the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is 
conducting an investigation of campaign finance abuses and possible violations of law. lam 
writing to reqncsMhe assistance of the Im m igration and Na t u r a liz a ti on Service with one aspect of 
our effort 

We currently are investigating the activities of Ted Sioeng and his family as those 
activities relate to possible campaign finance imp ropri et ies. In c onn e ct ion with this undertaking, 
we ask that you share information with us on the following individuals: 

Ted Sioeng (aJta., Sioeng San Wong, Hsuing De Listing) 

Jessica Ehuriaita(aJLa^ Shiat Chen) 

Santa Ehdtiafta 
Laureen Elnitiarta 
Yopie Elnitiarta 
Yoahan Elnitiarta 
Nanny Nitiarta 
Dkfi Kumiawan 
Ridwan Dinata 

Yanti Ardi (aJta., Yanti B. Elnitiarta) 

Subandi TanuwkJjaja 
SnsantoTremwidMa 
vStvyantt Tanuwidfcja. 
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We ask that you provide us with an oral briefing on these persons during the week of 
February 16-20, 1998. Specifically, we are interested in the following information on each of the 
aforementioned individuals: immigration status; for those who ate not citizens or legal permanent 
residents of the United States, all information on the visas they have obtained and how they 
obtained them; entry and exit records: information contained in alien files or the non-immigrant 
information system: and ocher information contained in INS files. Please also provide us a copy 
of any relevant information you find. 

I note that, by letter dated November 23, 1997 and attached hereto. Chairman Burton 
requested information on most of the aforementioned individuals. Chairman Button’s request 
remains unsatisfied. 

I a ppre cia te your cooperation in this matter. Please contact me as soon as possible at 
202/226-2299 to set die date, time, and loctfhm of the briefing. 


Yoon sincerely, 



Michael D. Bopp 
Senior Iavestigattm Counsel 


cc: Craig Iscoe (by fax only) 

Christopher Lu 
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February 10, 1998 


Louis J. Freeh 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
J. Edgar Hoover Building 
9* Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20535 

Re: December 16* Request for Documents 

Dear Director Freeh: 

I am following up on a December 16* letter from the Committee to the FBI 
requesting copies of original documents that the FBI possesses which belonged to Dwight 
Linkous of Heber Springs, Arkansas. The majority of the documents concern the 
possible purchase of the Camek* Hotel in Little Rock, Arkansas by a group of Asian 
businessmen. The Committee asked for die documents by January 5, 1998. Please sec 
that the Committee receives these documents as soon as possible. 

If you have any questions about this request, please contact Chief Investigative 
Counsel Barbara Comstock at (202) 225-5074. Thank you for your attention to this 
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February 10. 1998 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10* and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington. D.C. 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

The Committee on Government Reform and Oversight has been conducting an 
investigation into a dispute involving an application to take land into trust for three 
impoverished Native American tribes for the purpose of gaming in Hudson, Wisconsin. 
As you are aware, the Committee has recently completed two weeks of hearings on this 
matter and heard from not only the three applicant tribes, but decision-makers at the 
Department of the Interior, lobbyists working on behalf of the opponent tribes, and 
Secretary Bruce Babbitt. I believe the material this Committee has uncovered requires 
the appointment of an Independent Counsel to investigate all allegations in this case, 
including Secretary Babbitt's statements, the conduct of Department of the Interior 
officials, the involvement of the President and Vice President, senior White House staff 
and Terry McAuliffe. 

There are a number of facts that suggest Secretary Babbitt and his staff made a 
decision that would not have been made but for improper political and financial 
considerations. There are two overwhelming types of circumstantial evidence: first, the 
amount of money given in this case, what was said by political operatives and career civil 
servants, and the pattern of wealthy contributors getting what they desired where off- 
reservation gaming is concerned; second, the reality that unless something improper were 
happening, the Department of the Interior would have given not only foe applicants, but 
all Native American tribal members an opportunity to comment on what Interior officials 
have recently conceded was a new policy, and also would have given the applicant tribes 
the opportunity to cure any alleged “defects" in their application. The failure to allow 
comment on the new policy flies in foe face of a Presidential directive, and the failure to 
provide meaningful consultation has been conceded by at least one Department of Justice 
lawyer and by the head of foe Indian Gaming Management Staff George Ski bine. 

Failure to articulate foe standard by which this application was measured, and failure to 
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work in an open and consultative manner with the applicants, suggest that the Department 
of the Interior officiate did not warn to provide the applicants with a fair opportunity to 
perfect their application. 

Our Committee has also discovered that the defendants in the civil litigation have 
not provided the court with information necessary for informed decision-making. It is 
not conceivable that this fact escaped Department of Justice lawyers, who have fought 
vigorously to prevent foil discovery in this case. It is my hope that you will do whatever 
is in your power to ensue that De p art men t of Justice attorneys live up to their legal and 
ethical obligations in this matter. 

On a related note, it is also troubling that your campaign task force investigators 
have failed to interview many of the individuals with pertinent information, and that 
when they have spoken with individuals, they have been unable to provide assurances 
that the material will not be used by lawyers defending the Department of the Interior in 
the civil litigation. This inherent conflict is precisely why this case necessitates the 
appointment of an Independent Counsel. I intend to communicate directly with the 
federal District Court in Wisconsin to inform Judge Barbara Crabb of the possible 
improprieties with respect to the civil litigation in this matter. 

i. The Bali a Lots ta.Trite.yrth Significant 

faming Usare Bsfeftlb* Rgtrtrott pf the foteriw 

If money were not a factor in Department of the Interior decision-making over 
off-reservation gaming issues, it is difficult to explain many of the tortured and 
misleading statements that have been offered to this Committee and to the Senate. 
Donations given by the tribes opposed to the Hudson application to various Democrat 
organizations total at least $356,250 for the 1996 election cycle. The Sauh Ste. Marie 
tribe gave $384,964 and the Mashantucket Pcquots gave $409,625 in contributions to 
Democrat organizations over the same period. (Tab I) In each of these cases, the tribe 
donating large sums of money received the results they had lobbied for from die Interior 
Department Furthermore, the figure I have cited for the tribes opposed to the Hudson 
casino does not reflect the thousands of dollars donated by the lobbyists or the 
“intangibles” such as the $420,000 fundraiser held at the home of Tom Schneider - a 
lobbyist agamst the Hudson proposal and a close personal friend of the President - the 
day before die derision to deny the application was released. 

This Committee developed directly contradictory information involving President 
Chilton's awareness of, and involvement in, the Hudson matter. Whereas Mr. Schneider 
stated unequivocally that he had not discussed the Hudson application with the President, 
Mr. Schneider's colleague, Tom Corcoran, stated under oath that Schneider told him 
directly that he had raised the matter with the President. Furthermore, billing records 
indicate that approximately $3,450 was billed for Mr. Schneider's lobbying efforts on this 
matter, including a meeting with the President (Tab 2) 
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Harold Ickes, as you know, has been a controversial figure in this maner. 
According to Paul Eckstein, a longtime friend of Secretary Babbitt's, the Secretary told 
him that “he had been directed by Harold Ickes to issue the decisionf.]” Secretary 
Babbitt, according to Mr. Eckstein's sworn testimony before the Senate Governmental 
Affairs Committee, also asked Mr. Eckstein “(d]o you know how much.. .these 
tribes... had contributed to either the Democratic Party or Democratic candidates or the 
DNC.” (7ob S) Secretary Babbitt has testified under oath that he never talked with Mr. 
Ickes. It is significant to note that at the time these events were taking place, Harold 
Ickes was involved in efforts to raise money from Native Americans. ( Tab 4) 
Furthermore, other White House employees were having special meetings with Native 
American leaders based on the success of the voter turnout of their tribes (Tab and 

other large contributors were being afforded special treatment through invitations to 
White House coffees. 

Billing records obtained from lobbyist Patrick O'Connor, a lobbyist for the tribes 
opposed to the application, clearly reveal that a fundraising strategy revolved around the 
decision to deny this application. In fact, the day the Hudson application was denied, 
calendar entries and billing records show that Patrick O'Connor was to “follow-up with 
Harold Ickes at the White House, D. Fowler at DNC and Terry Mac [Me Aulliffe) at the 
Committee to Re-elect, outlining fundraising strategies.” (Tab 6) Patrick O'Connor was 
raising money for the Democratic Party, and was soliciting the opposing tribes for 
money. I don't mean u> indicate that this action in itself is illegal because it is not. 
However, if this money was used to put pressure upon Chairman Fowler, Harold Ickes, 
and Terry McAullifte to affect the Department of the Interior's decision, as I believe the 
evidence strongly suggests, then this impropriety must be addressed. 

Fred Havenkk, the owner of the existing dog track in Hudson, Wisconsin, 
confirmed through his testimony before this Committee that political pressure was 
involved in the Department of the Interior's decision. The Committee has learned that 
Terry McAuliffe, the Finance Director of Clinton/Gore *96, was involved in applying 
pressure upon the decision to deny the application. Mr. Havenick testified that Mr 
McAuliffe said: “I took care of that problem for you. I got Delaware North's Indian 
casino project killed — the one that would have competed with you. I set up the meetings 
with Fowler and others and turned it around.” (Tab 7) This was not the only example of 
political pressure. Patrick O’Connor acknowledged in a fundraising letter, sent by Mr. 
ICitto to their Native American clients, M [a]s witnessed in the fight to stop the Hudson 
Dog Track proposal, the Office of the President can and will work on our behalf when 
asked to do so .” (Tab 8) 

George Skibine, the head of the Indian Gaining Management staff and the career 
civil servant who Secretary Babbitt has said was responsible for die recommendation to 
deny the application, attended a meeting on December 3, 1996, in Wisconsin with 
members of the applicant tribes. Sworn affidavits from people at this meeting describe 
Skibine's comments as follows: “we approved it but it was disapproved upstairs;” and 
“staff approved the application but when it went up to the Secretary's office, politics took 
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over.** (Tab 0) Although it is Hue that five Department of the Interior officials also 
submitted affidavits claiming that they do not recall such a statement, it appears that not 
all of the people who signed affidavits were at the meeting. (Tab 10) and Mr. Skibine's 
statement under oath that u wc told them that we could not talk about Hudson because it 
was under litigation** {Tab //) does not comport with a contemporaneous letter by the 
Vice-Chairman of the Lac Couite Oreilles Tribal Governing Board to the Chain of the 
Mole Lake and Red Cliff tribes: "George Skabine [sic] . . . suggested they come to 
Wisconsin on Tuesday, December 3 to meet only with the Chippewa tribes interested in 
acquiring off reservation land for purposes of establishing a casino, specifically, Hudson. 
... Mr. Skabine [sic] is aware of the need for discretion as his office is scheduled to meet 
the next day with ail of the Wisconsin tribes to provide technical assistance on gaming 
compact negotiations.* 9 (Tab 12) 

Another contemporaneous memo, drafted by Scott Dacey. a lobbyist working on 
> behalf of m opposing tribe, also indicated politics was an issue. In this memo, Mr. 
a Daeey described a meeting with Michael Anderson, the political appointee who 
eventually signed thedecision. The memo stated: “Mike Anderson said to me after our 
meeting that they are trying to keep this issue on the merits and they will try to “thread 
the needle" on this request Things might change when the politicians like Babbitt and 
Duffy become involved, but without the law on their side it will be difficult to kill the 
deal Should Babbitt come out against Hudson, he will likely find his excuse in section 
IS1 oftbeCFR. I would strongly suggest we look into this area of the law to help 
Babbitt reach his conclusion.* 9 (Tab JS) The Secretary indeed relied upon section 151 to 
deny the application, although his testimony before this Committee suggests otherwise. 

The legal basis for the decision is a matter of considerable importance. Although 
* w itn ess e s at our hearings made light of the fact that there was considerable disarray 
regarding the rati onale behind the decision, this very disarray speaks volumes about what 
was really happening at the Department of the.lnterior at the time the application was 
rejected. If the decision had been businesses usual, there would have been no conAmon. 
However, in classic “sentence first, verdict afterwards” fashion, the decision to reject the 
application was made tong before anyone turned his or her attention to how the refection 
would be justified. Ultimately, die confusion and factually unsupported aspects of the 
July 14, 1995, rejection tetter are indicative of die fact thm the decision to reject was not 
based on legitimate considerations. 

It is also troubling that John Duffy r eo pen e d the record for comment by oppon en t s 
of the application without telling the three applicant tribes. Had not ooe of the applicant 
tribes teamed by accident that a decision to allow additional information into the record 
had been made by the Secretary's office, the applicants would probably have been 
afforded no opportunity to provide any additional comment Nevertheless, any additional 
comment period afforded the applicants was worthless in that they were not informed that 
foe new information had practical relevance to the application process. Equally 
dbtwbing, foe legal basis for the rejection - reliance on the Secretary’s discretion under 
Section 151 - was shared exclusively with foe oppon en ts at a time when common 
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practice and direct communication suggested that the accepted standard provided by the 
Indian Gaming Regulatory Act would be applied. Indeed, in the Grcektown application 
for ofT-reservation land~into~trusi for gaming by the Sault Ste. Marie tribe the previous 
year, the Department of the Interior followed an entirely different procedure - a Section 
20 analysis, consultation with the Governor, and then the pro forma approval under 
Section 151. ( Tab 14) 

On a related note, I was also very surprised to leant that the lawyer singled out by 
Mr. John Duffy as providing the key legal advice on the basis for the rejection of the 
application is a member of one of the Minnesota tribes actively opposed to the 
application. It is major inconsistencies such as this, and the fact that both Duffy and Tom 
Collier came to represent the Shakopee tribe - one of the tribes that benefited most from 
the rejection of the application - after leaving their positions at the Department of the 
Interior, that require a thorough examination of the Department of the Interior conduct in 
the Hudson matter. Furthermore, it is another striking “coincidence” that Patrick 
O'Connor hosted a fundraiser for Vice President Gore just before the 1996 election, and 
that fourteen of the twenty attendees were members of tribes opposed to the Hudson 
application. It should also be noted that Mr. O'Connor's law firm sent bills to their client 
for memoranda prepared for both the Vice President and Teny McAuliffe, and neither of 
these memoranda were produced to this Committee. 


II. Community Qppositiori_an<LMeaningfuL Consultation Regarding Alleged 

BsfiflflSig 

Notwithstanding comments to the contrary by Interior officials, the Hudson 
decision represented new policy for the Department of the Interior. The clearest 
expression of this came recently when Heather Sibbison informed Interior Spokesman 
Michael Gauldin in an e-mail dated December 16, 1997: “George [Skibine] is right, we 
have not really articulated a strict written standard (i.e. a policy) as to what constitutes 
“detriment” - EXCEPT that it has been our position, first articulated in Hudson, that 
expressed opposition from local elected officials essentially is prima facie evidence of 
detriment. (The applicant tribes obviously disagreed with our view on this - they thought 
we needed to have more hard core “data” of some kind.)” (Tab IS) The Dep ar tme n t of 
Justice lawyer handling the civil case had already come to this recognition when he 
stated: “The second, and related problem [with the civil case] is that the Department 
appears to have changed in this case its past policy of requiring “hard” evidence of 
detriment to the community. The plaintiffs will therefore argue that they had no notice, 
either through past policy or through direct Departmental communication, that the “soft” 
concerns expressed by local officials would jeopardize their application.” (Tab JS) 

There has yet to he a credible explanation for why the Department of the Interior 
failed to bring the fact of the policy change to the attention of the applicants. If improper 
political considerations had not been a part of the Hudson rejection, there would certainly 
have been a more open dialogue between Interior officials and the applicant tribes. 
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it is doubly curious that the new policy considerations were not articulated for 
tribal comment given the existence of a 1994 Presidential directive requiring the 
Department of the Interior to inform all tribes of new policies impacting Native American 
concerns. (Tab 17) That Interior failed to provide a dear statement of what it was doing 
and why it was formulating a new policy provides additional circumstantial evidence that 
the decision was influenced by improper factors. 

The decision-makers have repeatedly pointed to community opposition as a 
reason for die denial. However, George Skibine stated in an e-mail to Department of the 
Interior employees on June 30, 1995: "1 also sense that even if the Town of Hudson and 
the Town of Troy embrace the proposal, we may still not change our position because of 
political opposition on the Hill, largely generated by the Minnesota and Wisconsin tribes 
who oppose this acquisition." (Tab IS) These tribes were not arguing that the application 
should be denied to protect the Indian Gaining Regulatory Act, as Secretary Babbitt has 
recently been doing. Rather, they were talking about loss of casino revenues, the political 
affiliations of the applicant tribes, and the false allegation that the extant greyhound track 
had mafia connections. This point, by the career civil servant in charge of the 
recommendation, confirms that improper political considerations woe driving the 
process. To recharacterize the Department of the Interior motive at this late dale as well- 
conceived ignores what the evidence clearly shows was happening at the time. 

Furthermore, in public commentary to the media and in sworn testimony before 
this Committee, Departm e n t of the Interior officials have gone to tortured lengths to 
explain that the applicant tribes were given meaningful opportunities to cure any alleged 
"defects” in their application. Again, these representations fly in the face of testimony by 
Mr. Skibine and by the Department of Justice's own analysis of the record in this case. 
The Department of Justice attorney handling the civil case had this to say about the level 
of consultation between the D epart m ent of the Interior and the applicant tribes: 

We are primarily concerned about our ability to show that 
plaintiff!* were told about and given an opportuaity to 
remedy the p roblems which the Department ultimately 
found were outcome-determinative. Area Directors am told 
to give applicants an opportunity to cure problems, and it 
will be hard to argue persuasively that applicants lose this 
opportunity once the Central Office begins its review. The 
Administrative Record, as far as we can tell, contains to 
record of Department mattiiigs or communications with the 
applicant tribes in which the Department's concerns ware 
expressed to plaintiffs. 

(Tab 16) This b consisted with representations made to thbConautlee by Mr. Skibine: 
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Q: But prior to the rejection of thc application. That is 

the easy way to do iu to tell people in advance what 
the problems are and let them cute them? 

A: Yes, we could have done that That is not the way I 

did the first application. That is not the way we did 
it at this point. 

♦ ♦ # * * 

Q: [H]ete were three poor tribes that had prese nt ed an 

application to the Department of the Interior, and 
you were making a determination as to whether to 
approve the application or deny the application. If 
you, as Director of the IGMS staff, identified a 
particular problem that might lead to the rejection of 
the application, did you consider it important to 
communicate that directly to the applicant tribes to 
give them an opportunity to cure the problem? 

A: Good question. I don't think that I did that on this 

application, the first application I considered as 
head of the gaming office. If I were to do that again 
different now, you know, it might be different, it 
might be something I would consider doing, but at 
the time, 1 didn’t do it 


(Tab/9) As Mr. Skibine’s statements make clear, the characterization of the Hudson 
rejection as a principled decision made for reasons consistent with historical practice is 
extremely misleading. This is made even more clear by Mr. Skibine’s own words in a 
candid assessment of the facts of this case: “It is true that extensive factual findings 
supporting Che local communities' objections are nowhere to be found.” (Tab 20) Togo 
from a policy requiring support for objections to one that gives dispositive meaning to the 
objections themselves - regardless of their merit or rationale - stands die Indian Gaining 
Regulatory Act on its head and could not have been lost on the Secretary of the Interior or 
any of his advisers. Thus, the need to camouflage the rationale for the decision was even 
greater at the time. Only by doing a thorough investigation wiO this matter be frilly 
resolved, and I respectfully suggest that your Department is not capable of avoiding the 
appearance of impropriety when it investigates the principals in the Hudson application 
rejection dispute - Secretary Babbitt, Former Deputy Chief of Staff Ickes, Terry 
McAutiffe, Vice President Al Gore and bis staff, and the P resident. 

In conclusion, I am particularly concerned that your investigators spoke with 
many of the most significant witnesses before this Committee 1 * subpoena fixeed the 
Department of the Interior to release many of the most import a nt documents. The 
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Department of the Interior failed to produce documents - or successfully withheld 
documents might be more accurate - and I am concerned that this wasteful tactic 
compromised the investigation by both the Senate and your staff. 

The facts and allegations raised during our hearings make it clear that a thorough 
and independent investigation is required. We will continue our investigation and keep 
both yourself and the federal District Court in Wisconsin informed of significant 
developments. Because there are significant unresolved facts leading to the conclusion 
that covered persons might have violated laws, 1 urge you to appoint an Independent 
Counsel to investigate all of the allegations in this case. As you know, I also believe that 
die best approach to the campaign finance investigation is to put the entire matter into the 
hands of an Independent Counsel to address die myriad of campaign finance issues that 
your Justice Department task force is currently investigating. To continue to conduct 
piecemeal inquiries such as this is not an efficient way to approach these matters and 
ultimately will not provide the public confidence needed in such an investigation. 

Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Hon. Henry Waxman 


I 
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ONE HUNDRED FIFTH CONMKSS 

Congress of tfjc ttmtefc States 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM ANO OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bunjnnq 
Wabhwoton. DC 20615-6149 



February 11,1998 


nSSmmSSSS^rtS^ 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Madame Attorney General: 

During the course of our investigation into campaign finance violations and 
improprieties, the Committee has uncovered certain information which 1 believe is relevant to 
matters that the Department of Justice Task Force is also investigating. 

At this time, I am enclosing additional documents discovered by this Committee, lam 
confident that the information contained in these documents will assist you in your continuing 
investigation into campaign finance violations. 

As I am sure you are aware, investigators on this Committee were the first to discover the 
Sanwa Bank records for the Democratic National Committee Asian Pacific Advisory Council, of 
which Nora Lum was the Executive Director. This Committee subsequently released these bank 
records to your Task Force. 

I hope this new, enclosed information is helpfol to you and I look forward to our 
continuing cooperation regarding this important matter. 


Sincerely, 



Chairman 


Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
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February 17, 1999 


The Honorable Louis J. Freeh 

Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 

J. Edgar Hoover Building 

9th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535 

Dear Director Freeh: 

This will confirm discussions of last week with respect to my 
invitation to you to testify in a closed executive session about 
the intelligence aspects of the campaign finance investigation. 
That invitation has been extended to you in my letter of February 
2, 1998, a copy of which is enclosed hereto. 

It is agreed that you and Attorney General Reno of the 
Department of Justice will meet with me and Congressman Waxman, the 
Ranking Minority Member, and our counsel at 9:00 a.m. on Wednesday, 
March 4 , 1998 for a detailed briefing with an 11:00 a.m. briefing 
in closed executive session with the full Committee to follow. In 
addition to Members of Congress, Counsel for the Majority and 
Minority with appropriate top secret clearances will be present. 
Judy McCoy, Acting Security Director and Chief Clerk for the 
Committee, will take appropriate steps with security personnel for 
an electronic counter measure sweep of the meeting room which will 
be the Member's Lounge of Room 2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
as well as the full committee hearing room, 2154 Rayburn House 
Office Building. 

Director George J. Tenet of the Central Intelligence Agency 
and Lt. General Kenneth A. Minihan, Director of the National 
Security Agency, have previously indicated their availability on 
either March 3 or 4, 19S8. I am in the process of confirming* their 
appearances with you and Attorney General Reno at both the 9:00 
a.m. briefing and the 11:00 a.m. full committee briefing. 



The Honorable Louis J. Freeh 
February 17, 1998 
Page Two 
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. Upon receipt of this letter, please have a member of your 
staff confirm your scheduling of this meeting with my Chief 
Counsel, Richard D. Bennett at (202) 225-5074 or Michael Bopp, 
Senior Investigative Counsel at (202) 226-2299, 


Sincerely, 


Dan Burton 
Chairman 


Enclosure 


cc: Honorable Janet Reno, Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

Honorable George J. Tenet, Director 
Central Intelligence Agency 

Lt. Gen. Kenneth A. Minihan 
National Security Agency 

Congressman Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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By-£acsimilff (.31,0/926=3.764) and First Class Mail 

Mark Matsumura 
Special Agent 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
1 1000 Wiishire Boulevard 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 

Dear Mark: 

As you know, the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is investigating 
allegations of campaign finance abuses and possible violations of law. One of the issues we are 
examining concerns political contributions made by Ted Sioeng, his family, and his business 
interests in this country. Our investigation suggests that some of these contributions may have been 
funded through transfers of money from one or more of the following companies based in Hong 
Kong: 


1 ) Pristine Investments Limited; 

2) R T Enterprises Limited; 

3) Dragon Union Limited 

Unit 1 103-1 108 1 l/F Kwong Sang 
Hong Ctr 151-153 Hoi Bun Road 
Kwun Tong 
2007 

Hong Kong; 

4) Mansion House Securities; 

5) Victory Trading Company 
13/F,BlkC, Central 
Central District, Hong Kong 
50000432745; 
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Mark Matsumura 
February 16, 1998 
Page 2 

6) Hangao Enterprise Limited 
272 Queen’s Road C. 

13/F Block C 

Central Mansion 
Hong Kong; 

7) World Seal Limited; 

8) Worldwide Golden Leaf; 

9) Susanto-Wing Sun Company Limited 
21st Floor, Kai TaL Commercial BuMding 
317-321 Des Voeux Road CestralrHong Kong 
5456501; and 

10) Shenzhen Jingshai Trading Corporation. 

We know little about these companies but would like to know more. We would appreciate 
you sharing with u$ whatever information you can relating to them. Please call me at 202/225-0485 
to discuss this matter further. 


Yours sincerely, 

Michael D. Bopp 
Senior Investigative Counsel 
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February 17, 1998 

The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10^ and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 

As you know, the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight has been 
conducting an investigation into the political contributions and related activities of Yah Lin 
“Charlie” Trie. Mr. Trie, who just recently returned to the United States, is an important and 
central subject of this Committee's investigation into illegal foreign fundraising. Mr. Trie left 
the country soon after the campaign finance scandal broke, and attempts to interview or depose 
associates of Trie have met with little success as many have invoked the Fifth Amendment or 
have fled the country. 

Two individuals who may have more direct knowledge of Mr. Trie's activities are, Maria 
P. Mapiii, the bookkeeper for Daihatsu International Trading Corporation, a company owned and 
operated by Mr. Trie, and Charlie Chiang, a local restaurateur. I would like to learn your 
thoughts about the Committee immunizing from use the testimony of Maria P. Mapiii and 
Charlie Chiang pursuant to Section 6005 of title 18, United States Code. 

Ms. Mapiii is central to the Committee's investigation. According to a number of 
witnesses interviewed by the Committee, Ms. Mapiii exercised complete control over the 
financial books at the Arkansas headquarters of Daihatsu International Trading. Ms. Mapiti has 
knowledge of money received by Mr. Trie from foreign sources, including money received from 
Mr. Trie's Macao-based associate, Ng Lap Seng. 

I understand that Ms. Mapiii has already been granted immunity by the Justice 
Department Campaign Finance Task Force. Accordingly, a grant of immunity by the Committee 
to Ms. Mapiii should not interfere with the work of the Justice Department. 1 would appreciate 
your views on this matter as soon as possible. 

Another individual who may have more direct knowledge of the activities of Charlie Trie 
is Charlie Chiang, local owner of “Charlie Chiang’ s” restaurant Bank records subpoenaed by 
the Committee demonstrate that large amounts of money were exchanged between Charlie 
Chiang and Charlie Trie. When the Majority staff recently attempted to schedule Mr. Chiang's 
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deposition, Chiang *s attorney invoked the Fifth Amendment on his behalf and has refused to 
provide the Committee with a formal proffer concerning what he knows about Charlie Trie. 

Unlike Ms. Mapili, it is my understanding that only Committee staff have attempted to 
interview Charlie Chiang. I envision that after Mr. Chiang received immunity. Committee staff 
would depose him in a closed setting and that the deposition transcript would be shared only with 
those who had a need to see it and only within the Committee. The Committee could then 
determine, based on his deposition testimony, whether Mr. Chiang should be asked to testify in a 
public hearing. As we have done in the past, we would also be happy to share this testimony 
with the Task Force. 

I would appreciate knowing your views about immunizing from use the testimony of 
Maria P. Mapili and Charlie Chiang by Friday, February 20, 1997. I look forward to hearing 
from you. 


O sl “”7? 

Dan Burton 

Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman, 

Ranking Minority Member 
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February 19, 1998 


Louis J. Freeh, Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

J. Edgar Hoover Building 

9* Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535 

Re: Background Checks for Members of the Commission on United 

States-Pacific Trade and Investment Policy 


Dear Director Freeh: 

I am writing to request you to confirm whether the FBI has conducted 
background checks on individuals who were appointed to the Commission on United 
States-Pacific Trade and Investment Policy in April 1 996. As you are aware, in August, 
the Committee requested records relating to any background checks performed on Yah 
Lin “Charlie” Trie by the FBI in connection with his appointment to the Commission. 
We were informed that the FBI had no records responsive to this request 

However, Committee staff has spoken with a number of Commission 
members who believe that they received a full-field investigation from the FBI in 
connection with their appointment to the Commission. I am writing to request you to 
confirm whether the following individuals had any background check performed in 
connection with their appointment to the Commission. In addition, please describe the 
type of background check performed on each individual. If certain members received 
different types of background checks, please explain why they were treated differently. 
We are not requesting the FBI to provide any of the documents relating to the substance 
of the background checks performed on any of these individuals. 

The following is a list of individuals appointed to the Commission: 

Kenneth D. Brody (Chairman) 
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Clyde V. Prestowitz (Vice Chairman) 

Morton Bahr 
Jason S. Berman 
Eugene Eidenberg 
James Fallows 
Lawrence M. Johnson 
Robert Z. Lawrence 
Kenneth Lewis 
James C. Morgan 
Harold A. Poling 
Ron Sims 
Bruce E. Stokes 
Jackson Tai 
Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie 
Ko-Yung Tung 
Robert A. Wilson, Jr. 

Meredith Woo-Cumings 

Please produce this information to the Committee as soon as possible. If 
you have any questions about this request, please contact Chief Investigative Counsel 
Barbara J. Comstock at (202) 225-5074. 



Chairman 
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February 20, 1998 



The Honorable Jane! Reno 
Attorney General 

United Slates Department of Justice 
I Oth and Pennsylvania Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Immunity for a Witness Important to the Investigation 

Dear General Reno: 

The Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is currently investigating the 
political contributions and related activities of Ted Sioeng. Sioeng, his family, and his business 
interests contributed $50,000 or more during the 1996 election cycle to the Democratic National 
Committee, Matt Fong, Treasurer of the State of California, and the National Policy Forum. All 
of these large contributions, both to Democratic and Republican causes, are subjects of our 
investigation. As such, I view Sioeng, who left the country soon after the campaign finance 
scandal broke, as an important and central subject of this Committee ' s investigation into 
potentially illegal foreign fundraising. 

It has been difficult to investigate Sioeng because he and most of his family have left the 
country. When subpoenaed by the Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, Sioeng ' s 
daughter, Jessica Elnitiarta, invoked the Fifth Amendment. Similarly, attempts to interview or 
depose business associates of Sioeng have met with little success. This has forced us to speak to 
individuals with somewhat peripheral knowledge of Sioeng and his political contributions. 

One person we believe may have more direct knowledge of Sioeng is Kent La, the 
president and registered agent of Loh Sun International. Loh Sun, based in Los Angeles, is the 
U.S. distributor of a brand of cigarettes manufactured by Sioeng in Cambodia, Singapore, and 
China. When the Majority staff recently attempted to schedule Kent La' s deposition, his 
attorney invoked La’s privilege against self-incrimination and has refused to provide the 
Committee with a proffer concerning what La knows about Ted Sioeng. The Committee has 
learned that, at a minimum, the two men traveled, attended social functions and at least one 
fundraiser, and transacted business together. 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Februaiy 20. 1998 
Page 2 
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I -would appreciate very much the benefit of your thoughts on the Committee requesting 
an order, under title 18, Section 6005 of the United States Code, requiring the testimony of Kent 
La. I understand that he is not a target of the Department's criminal investigation. 

1 am available to discuss this matter at your convenience. Please let me know your 
thoughts by Wednesday, February 25, 1998. 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman, 

Ranking Minority Member 
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February 20, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington, D.C. 20S30 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 

As you are aware, the Committee has been conducting an investigation into the political 
contributions and related activities of Nora and Gene Lum. In a plea agreement with the Justice 
Department, the Lums plead guilty to felonies in May 1997 and were sentenced in August 1997. 
Previously, the Committee asked your opinion regarding granting immuninity to the Lums. You 
responded unfavorably and the Committee, to date, has not scheduled an immunity vote. 

The Committee has since gathered information regarding a close associate of the Lums, 
Larry Wong. Mr. Wong's association with Nora and Gene Lum began in Hawaii. He then was 
involved \vith the Lums in California and the Democratic National Committee Asian Pacific 
Advisory Council. Witnesses have decribed his relationship with the Lums as very close. After 
the Lums acquired Dynamic Energy Resources, Inc., Mr. Wong was named as a director of the 
company. Mr. Wong has invoked his Fifth Amendment privlege and refused to testify before the 
Committee without immunity. 

I would appreciate receiving the Department’s views on immunity for Mr. Wong. I would 
also appreciate bang advised of your opinion by February 25, 1998. 



cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
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February 23, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
10th and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

This is iinesponse to your letter of January 27, 1998, in which you decline to answer 
tntenugatones?propounded by this Committee dated December 16, 1997. Notwithstanding your 
lengthy response, you fail to states legally sufficient basis for your refusal to answer the 
interrogatories. You can withhold information from this Committee only through a proper 
assertion of executive privilege. You have made no such assertion. Accordingly, please answer 
the interrogatories by no later than February 27, 1998. 

Please note that an assertion that the requested information is “subject to w executive 
privilege will not be accepted. Only a proper assertion of executive privilege will be accepted. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this important matter. 



Chairman 
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K.S. Department of Justice 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Washington, D. C. 20535 


February 23, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Corranittee on Government Reform and Oversight 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C, 20515-5143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your February 19, 1998 request for information as to 
whether the FBI has conducted background checks on certain individuals who were appointed to 
the Commission on United States-Pacific Trade and Investment Policy in April 1996. 

In recent telephone discussions with a member of my sta$ the Committee 
requested that we provide you with this information by close of business today. Accordingly, we 
have conducted a preliminary review of our computer indices to provide you with responsive 
information as soon as possible. Without further identifying information for these individuals 
such as dates of birth, social security numbers, etc., we cannot guarantee that our records 
correspond to your list and must emphasize that the information we are providing the Committee 
with now is only preliminary in nature and may be subject to change. 

FBI records indicate that the FBI performed a “name check’' on each individual 
listed in your letter except James Fallows. The FBI has been unable at this time to locate any 
record of a name check being requested for James Fallows. Our search revealed that none of the 
individuals on your list had full field investigations conducted in connection with their 
appointment to the Commission. If we can be of further assistance to the Committee in this 
matter, please do not hesitate to contact my office at (202) 324-2727. 

Sincerely, 

• ' X' ’ ' "" 

John Collingwood 
Assistant Director 

Office of Public and Congressional Affairs 

1 - The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 
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US. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of «K Awwttiw Attorney General 


m ukimf**, AC 20530 


February 25, 1998 


The Honorable Michael Pappas 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Pappas: 

This letter responds to the questions you posed to the 
Attorney General at the oversight hearing concerning the 
Department's conclusion that individuals involved in an ongoing 
investigation being conducted by the United States Attorney's 
Office for the Southern District of New York are not covered by 
the Independent Counsel Act. 

Some individuals whose names have surfaced with respect to 
various aspects of that matter are connected to the Democratic 
National Committee (DNC) or the 1996 Clinton/Gore Reelection 
Campaign Committee. The Department has reviewed the status of 
individuals identified to date in connection with that 
investigation and has concluded that none are covered persons 
under the Act. 

DNC officials are not covered by the Act. See, 28 U.S.C. 

S 591. In contrast, the chairman and treasurer of the 
presidential campaign committee are covered, 28 U.S.C. 

S 591(b)(6), as are other campaign "officers'' who "exercise 
authority at the national level." When a campaign staffer is 
involved in a criminal investigation, the Department is required 
to conduct an intensive inquiry into his or her title, role and 
function in the campaign in order to determine coverage. In the 
case of the individuals involved in the Teamster matter mentioned 
by you, an examination of their roles and responsibilities led to 
the conclusion that they were not "officers" within the 
established meaning of that word, or did not "exercise authority 
at the national level," and thus were not covered persons under 
the Act. 
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I hop* this information is of- assistance to you. Thank you 
for your interest in this matter, and if I can be of any further 
assistance with respect to this or any other matter, do not 
hesitate to - contact me. 



Andrew Pois 

Assistant Attorney General 


■/< 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 


The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Rankin? Minority Member 

committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
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(IS. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Aicutuk Attorney Gcaml 


fV^VlM, ac 20530 


February 25, 1998 


The Honorable Bob Barr 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Barr: 

This is in response to inquiries you made of the Attorney 
General during her testimony before the House Government Reform and 
Oversight Committee on December 9, 1997* 

During the course of the preliminary investigation of former 
Secretary of Energy Hazel 0 9 Leary, we considered whether the facts 
alleged by Mr. Johnny Chung might support a violation of several 
criminal statutes. Our primary focus was on whether there was a 
violation of 18 U.S.C. § 201, and we considered both the bribery 
and gratuity provisions of that statute. Additionally, we 
considered whether there was a potential violation of the Hobbs 
Act, 18 U.S.C. S 1951, the federal extortion law, 18 U.S.C. S 872, 
or the Procurement Integrity Act, 41 U.S.C. $ 423. As stated in 
the Attorney General 9 s public filing in this matter, the conclusion 
that Mrs. O'Leary had no involvement in or knowledge about the 
solicitation of the charitable donation renders discussion of these 
criminal statutes, with respect to Mrs. O'Leary, primarily 
academic. However, they certainly will bear on our continuing 
investigation of the allegations. 

You also inquired about our reasoning with respect to the 
conclusion contained in the public filing that Mr. Chung received 
"one or two general 'thank you 9 statements 99 from Mrs. O'Leary 
during the meeting and the subsequent Africare dinner. We are 
unaware of any press reports of alleged quotes of Mr. Chung that 
contradict that conclusion. We are sure you will appreciate that 
in light of the continuing nature of the investigation we are not 
able to comment or discuss the matter further. 

In addition, you raised a question about the February 26, 1998 
Memorandum for the Vice President and the talking points attached 
to that memorandum. Taking the entire document in context, it is 
clear that the funds referred to in the talking points which are to 
be raised, in part, through the vice President's telephone calls 
are for the DNC's budget, not for the Cl inton -Gore budget. Thus, 
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while we obtained and carefully reviewed the document about which 
you questioned the Attorney General, it did not alter or cast into 
any question our conclusion that the Vice President was soliciting 
soft money for the DNC when he made the telephone calls in 
question. 


We hope that this information satisfactorily responds to your 
questions. Please do not hesitate to contact us if we can be of 
further assistance with regard to this or any other matter. 


AC 


erely^^ 


c 


Andrew Fois 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: A 
V < 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 


The Honorable Henry A* Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
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IIS. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of ffae Attbus Aaoraqr Qcoenl 
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February 25, 1998 


The Honorable Christopher Cox 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Cox: 

During the oversight hearing, you and the Attorney General 
engaged in a brief discussion concerning the discretionary clause 
of the Independent Counsel Act, 28 U.S.C. § 591(c)* This letter 
is in further response to your questions. 

At the beginning of your colloquy with the Attorney General, 
you indicated that "the question is whether there is any 
appearance of a conflict of interest with the Administration 
investigating itself (emphasis added)." A short time later, 
however, you asked the Attorney General whether she had 
previously testified that "a conflict of interest, in order to 
permit you to proceed under the Independent Counsel statute, must 
be actual rather than potential (emphasis added)." The Attorney 
General 9 s answer to you, to the effect that she had so testified, 
makes clear that she believed you were again drawing a 
distinction between an appearance of ^ conflict of interest and 
an actual conflict. Indeed, it is that distinction that has 
formed the basis for several prior Department of Justice 
communications concerning the discretionary clause of the 
Independent Counsel statute. However, having reviewed the 
transcript of your questions to the Attorney General, it seems 
that you were drawing a different distinction — namely, between a 
conflict of interest that has already materialized and one that 
mav materialise if, for example, the Department were to proceed 
with a certain line of investigation. 

A "potential" conflict of interest — in the sense of an 
actual conflict that may materialize with respect to a person not 
otherwise covered by the Act — is sufficient to permit the 
Attorney General to trigger the discretionary clause of the 
Independent Counsel statute, so long as there is specific and 
credible evidence that that individual may have violated federal 
criminal law. The issue we have discussed at some length 
previously, is whether a mere appearance of a conflict of 
interest is sufficient. The statute and its legislative history 
make it clear that such an appearance is not sufficient grounds 
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under section 591(c) . In light of your expressed interest in 
this provision of the Act, I an enclosing for your information a 
copy of the Attorney General's response to Senator Hatch 
concerning this issue. 

At this point, the Attorney General has not concluded that 
she has a potential conflict of interest with respect to any 
individuals not covered by the Act as to whoa we have specific 
and credible evidence. Therefore, she has not found it necessary 
to determine whether she should exercise her discretion to 
utilise the procedures of the Act with respect to any of the 
individuals who are now subjects of the campaign financing task 
force investigation. 

I hope this information has been helpful to you, and again, 
ve apologize for any confusion during the hearing. 



Andrew Foie 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: /The Honorable Dan Burton 
y Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 


The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
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US. Deportment of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 



Office of the Assistant Money General WuAmjsm. AC 20530 

February 25, X998 


The Honorable Christopher Shays 
U. S . House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Shays: 

In the course of the oversight hearing, you asked the 
Attorney General whether she had initiated a preliminary 
investigation pursuant to the Independent Counsel Act, 28 U.S,C. 
SS 591-599, of the Vice President's role in a fundraiser at the 
Hsi Lai Buddhist Temple. While the Attorney General responded to 
you that she had not, she wished to provide you with a copy of a 
recent letter she sent discussing the same question, and did not 
have a copy available at the hearing. In a letter of October 3, 
1997, the Attorney General responded to a request by the majority 
party members of the Committee on the Judiciary, United States 
House of Representatives, that she seek appointment of an 
independent counsel to investigate campaign financing 
allegations; she specifically referred to the Hsi Lai Temple 
fundraiser at pages six and seven of her letter. 


In light of your expressed interest in the same issue, I am 
enclosing for your information a copy of the October 3 response. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of further 
assistance with regard to this or any other matter. 


Si^berely, 


Andrew Fois 

Assistant Attorney General 


:: /The Honorable Dan Burton 
sj Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 


The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
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(0fftcr of tljc Attorncg (General 
Washington. ®. (fi. 20530 

October 3. 1997 


The Honorable Henry J. Hyde 
Chairman, Committee on House Judiciary 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

On September 4, 1997, the Department of Justice received a 
letter from you and the other nineteen majority party members of 
the Committee on the Judiciary of the United States House of 
Representatives in which you request the appointment of an 
independent counsel to investigate possible fundraising 
violations in connection with the 1996 presidential campaign. 

You made that request pursuant to a provision of the Independent 
Counsel Act (the Act), 28 U.S.C. 5 592(g) (1), which provides that 
"a majority of majority party members (of the Committee on the 
Judiciary] . . • may request in writing that the Attorney General 
apply for the appointment of an independent cotinsel." The Act 
requires me to respond, setting forth the reasons for my decision 
on each of the matters with respect to which your request is 
made. 28 U.S.C. S 592(g)(2). 

With respect to each of the Matters mentioned in your' 
letter, I have considered all the information known to me as a 
result of the Department of Justice's ongoing investigation into 
campaign finance allegations; I have not confined myself to the 
facts set out in your letter, which are apparently drawn in 
substantial part from press accounts, and which in some cases are 
inaccurate or incomplete. You should also know that because many 
of these matters are the subject of active, ongoing investigation 
before a grand jury, I am extremely limited, in the extent to 
which I can reveal details concerning these matters. However, I 
will address each of your identified areas of concern in turn. 

With respect to two of the matters mentioned in your letter, 
I have initiated a "preliminary investigation," as that term is 
defined in the Independent Counsel Act. The first concerns the 
allegation involving former Energy Secretary Easel O'Leary and a 
$25,000 donation made to a charitable organisation by Johnny 
Chung. The preliminary investigation in that matter began on 
September 19, 1997. A copy of the Notification to the court 
initiating the preliminary investigation is enclosed. 
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The second involves allegations that Vice President A1 Gore 
solicited political campaign contributions as defined in the 
Federal Election Caopaign Act (FBCA) in telephone calls that he 
made from his White House office. The preliminary investigation 
in that matter began on October 3, 1997. A copy of the 
Notification to the court* initiating the preliminary 
investigation in that matter is also enclosed. 

In each of these cases, I concluded, based upon the results 
of an initial 30 -day inquiry, that a preliminary investigation 
was necessary. As required by the Act, I will report to you at 
the end of the preliminary investigation of these matters as to 
whether or not I have sought appointment of an independent 
counsel . 

With respect to one additional matter identified in your 
letter — information indicating that the President may have made 
phone calls from the White House to solicit political 
contributions within the meaning of the FBCA — I initiated a 30- 
day initial inquiry pursuant to the provisions of the Act on 
September 15, 1997. If, at the conclusion of that inquiry, I 
determine that the information is sufficient to warrant further 
investigation of whether the President may have violated federal 
criminal law, then I will order the initiation of a preliminary 
investigation into that matter, as well. As required by the Act, 
I will inform you of my decision at that time. 

With respect to the other matters discussed in your letter, 

I have not initiated a preliminary investigation. If an 
independent counsel is ultimately appointed with respect to any 
of the three matters outlined above, I will consider whether 
these matters, among others, should be referred to the 
independent counsel as necessary to fully investigate and 
prosecute the matter on which an independent counsel is sought, 
or as related to that matter. However, none of them warrants a 
preliminary investigation pursuant to the Independent Counsel 
Act. 


As you know, matters relating to campaign financing in the 
1996 federal elections are under active investigation by a task 
force of career Justice Department prosecutors and Federal Bureau 
of Investigation (FBI) agents. I recently added to the task 
force significant numbers of new investigative and attorney 
personnel. The task force is continuing to pursue the 
investigation vigorously and diligently. I can assure you that I 
have given your views and your arguments careful thought, hut at 
this time, I am unable to agree with your view that an 
independent counsel should be appointed to handle the • 
investigation of those matters not already subject to Independent 
Counsel Act procedures. 
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I would like to briefly address your general observation® 
regarding 'the Independent Counsel Act. I agree that the statute 
requires that I conduct a preliminary investigation when I find 
specific and credible evidence that a covered person "may have 
violated any Federal criminal law." 28 0.S.C. § 591(a). This 
does not, of course, mean that the Act is triggered by 
speculation or innuendo. Nor is it triggered, as you put it, 
when it is merely "possible" that a covered person committed a 
crime; rather, it requires specific and credible information 
which supports a conclusion that- a crime may have been committed. 
This is the r standard that I have consistently applied in making 
determinations under the Act, and I will continue to do so. 

I also agree that I am not permitted under the Act to 
decline to conduct a preliminary investigation based on a lack of 
evidence of the required criminal state of mind. That is a 
correct reading of the Act. 

However, I must again correct one misunderstanding of the 
Act contained in your letter. As I explained in detail in my 
letter of June 19, 1997, to you, in order to invoke the 
discretionary clause, it is necessary that Z find the potential 
for an actual conflict of interest, as opposed to the mere 
appearance of a conflict of interest. The plain language of the 
Act so requires, and its legislative history could not be more 
explicit. My testimony, which you quote at length, is 
inapposite; I was describing the basis for the mandatory 
provisions of the Act. The portions of my testimony quoted by 
you in your letter have no application to the discretionary 
provisions of the Act. ^ 

i. Allegations Against Covered Persons 

Let me now turn to the specific allegations in your letter. 
You request that Z seek appointment of an independent counsel 
with respect to five broad areas. 

a. Bribery of the President. You identify a number of 
particular political (and, in one case, non-political) donations 
or contributions by six different individuals and entitles — 
Johnny Chung, Bmest Green, Charlie Trie, Lippo companies, Mark 
Jimenez and his emplo y e es , and residents of Guam — and you 
suggest that those donations or contributions were made in 
exchange for particular official actions by the President. You 
correctly note that if this suggestion is accurate, these 
transactions could violate a number of federal criminal statutes. 
How e v e r, at this time we are aware of no specific and credible 
evidence -- indeed, we are aware of no evidence whatsoever -- 
indicating that the President may have demanded, sought, received 
or accepted, or agreed to receive or accept, any of these 
donations or contributions in quid pro quo exchange for official 
action, or participated in any criminal conspiracy to*do so. 
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Indeed, your letter cites no more than speculation in newspaper 
articles based on the fact that certain government actions 
favorable to a contributor followed or preceded a contribution. 
However, it would be inappropriate to commence a criminal 
investigation every time an elected official took action that 
benefited any contributor, in the absence of actual evidence that 
there may have been a quid pro quo . He are aware of no such 
evidence in the matters to which you refer. 

Moreover, several of the transactions to which you refer, 
based on available information, involve mere access to the 
President or the White House, purportedly obtained by virtue of 
political donations. The courts that have addressed the issue 
have held that such access in exchange for political 
contributions is not an "official act* that can provide the basis 
for a bribery or extortion prosecution. See United States v. 
Carpenter . 961 F.2d 824, 827 (9th Cir. 1992) ("granting or 
denying access to lobbyists based upon levels of campaign 
contributions is not an § official act'"). 1 Indeed, one court 
has focussed on the constitutional right to "petition the 
Government for a redress of grievances" guaranteed by the First 
Amendment in refusing to find that alleged gifts provided in 
hopes of access to an elected public official could amount to a 
scheme to defraud the public of the official honest services: 

We do not think that the desire to gain access, by 
itself, amounts to an intent to influence improperly 
the legislators' exercise of official duties. Hie 
government points to no legislative duty to provide 
equal access to all members fp the public; and, from a 
practical standpoint, we doubt one exists. 

United States v. Sawyer , 85 F.3d 713, 731 (4th Cir. 1996). To 
the extent that the allegations you have set out suggest simply a 
decision by an elected politician to provide access to political 
contributors, we conclude that no federal violation is suggested. 

The campaign financing task force is investigating the 
circumstances surrounding many of these contributions for other 


1 See also, BllfcBdJttafcM Y. Rafebltt, S83 F.2d 1014, 1028 
(8th Cir. 1978) (official who would make introductions and "gain a 
friendly ear” for contributors does not commit extortion) ; Uhltad 
States v. Loftus , 992 F.2d 793, 796 (8th Cir. 1993) (while merely 
providing introductions and access insufficient to support 
extortion charges, intending to influence the decisions of those 
officials on behalf of payors .makes out an offense) . These two 
cases stand for the proposition that it is not an extortion when 
a government official accepts payments in exchange for using his 
influence to obtain access or meetings with other government 
officials. 
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potential violations. Should it develop any evidence that 
suggests that the President or any other covered person way have 
participated in any criminal conduct in this regard, I will 
invoke the procedures of the J\ct. 

b. Unlawful use of government facilities bv the President. 
You next cite two types of events involving the President that 
occurred within the White House — Democratic National Committee 
coffees and overnight stays by guests in the Lincoln Bedroom -- 
and suggest that these constituted illegal solicitations of 
political contributions (in violation of 18 U.S.C. 8 807), or 
vwere benefits made possible by Act of Congress provided in 
exchange for political activity (in violation of 18 U.S.C. 

S 600) , or amounted to illegal conversions of government property 
(in violation of 18. U.S.C. S 641) • 

Section 607 does not apply to events occurring within the 
residential areas of the White House, and applies only to 
solicitation of so-called "hard money” contributions . Many of 
the events you mention may fail to meet even these preliminary 
requirements of a section 607 offense. Even more broadly, we are 
aware of no evidence, and you have directed none to our 
attention, that would suggest that the President requested or 
received a contribution within the meaning of the FBCA from 
anyone in the course of either the coffees or the overnight 
visits by his guests. Merely entertaining his supporters in the 
White House does not constitute a violation of section 607. 

There are, as you are aware, other difficult legal issues under 
section 607 as well, but it is sufficient for the moment to 
discuss only these. 

Like the bribery and extortion statutes, section 600 does 
not apply to providing access in exchange for political 
contributions; rather, it provides criminal penalties only for 
promising •any employment, position, compensation, contract, 
appointment, or other benefit, provided for or made possible in 
whole or in part by any Act of Congress* in exchange for 
political activity. As broad as this statute may be, it does not 
cover mere access, as you assert. An elected official who 
decides to provide access to a political supporter is not 
providing a federally funded benefit such as federal employment 
or a federal contract. He are unaware of any legal precedent or 
legislative history that would suggest that section 600 is 
applicable to anything other than the sort of "benefits” 
expressly set out in the statute. 

Section 600 was originally enacted as section 3 of the 
Federal Hatch Act of 1939, ”An act to prevent pernicious 
political activities.” The Hatch Act arose out of extensive 
hearings by the Congress into political abuses, many of which 
arose out of the New Deal benefit programs that begim during the 
1930s, and which are documented in the report by a special Senate 
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Committee, popularly known as the "Sheppard Committee . ■ S. R e p. 
No. 1, 76th Cong., 1st Sees. (1939} . As is plain from the 
Report, and as reflected in the language of section 600 itself, 
Congress was concerned with what was found to be widespread 
coercion of political support from unwilling citizens in exchange 
for employment, contract benefits, or other benefits flowing from 
federal relief programs: 

(W]e have heard from the lips of our people who are 
working on the W.P.A. > and those receiving direct 
relief, that intimidation, threats, and coercion have 
been exerted upon them respecting their vote at our 
elections. That in many instances the threat has been 
made that if the worker, or the recipient of direct 
relief, did not vote for the party, or the candidates, 
as requested the worker would be immediately discharged 
from the W.P.A. and the recipient of direct relief 
would not receive further assistance. 

84 Cong. Rec. H9604 (daily ed. July 20, 1939} (remarks of Rep. • 
Springer) . Thus, based on the language of the statute itself and 
the legislative history describing the concerns that led to 
passage of the statute, we conclude that visiting the President 
in the White House is not a federal program "benefit* within the 
meaning of 18 TJ.S.C. S 600. 

Finally, you suggest that section 641, the criminal statute 
barring conversion of government property, ms violated by the 
President when he used the White House for his "private use." 

The White House is the personal €$sidence of the President, 
provided to him for his "private ^use" during his term in office. 
The mere occupancy and use of the space that has been provided to 
him as his home is not a criminal theft or conversion of 
government property. Furthermore, the law recognizes that 
political events may take place in the White House so long as 
their costs are reimbursed. 5 U.S.C. § 7324(b) (1); 5 C.F.R. 
734.503(a). To the extent that any of these events may have 
occurred in settings or been of a nature that reimbursement of 
expenses to the Government was required, and to the extent that 
there may be questions outstanding as to whether appropriate 
reimbursement was made, we have no evidence that the President 
played any role in that process or made any decisions concerning 
whether or how reimbursement should occur. 

Thus, the facts known to me at this time do not indicate 
that the President — or any other covered person — violated any 
of these criminal statutes in connection with these events. If 
additional facts should come to light warranting a reassessment 
of that conclusion, I will do so. 

c. Tax yiola txQQg_tay_ths Vice President . You next note 
that the Hsi Lai Temple, in Hacienda Heights, California, is a 
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tax-exempt organization and allege that by attending a political 
fund-raising event at the Temple the Vice President participated 
in a conspiracy to evade taxes owed by the Temple and to impair 
the lawful functions of the Internal Revenue Service (IRS), in 
violation of 26 U.S.C. § 7201 and 18 U.S.C. S 371. The. task 
force has been engaged in thoroughly investigating that event, 
and as a result has gathered considerable information concerning 
the Vice President's role in it. To date, we have discovered no 
information that indicates that the Vice President may have 
violated the laws you cite, or any other law, in connection with 
the Hsi laai Temple event. Absent specific and credible 
information to that effect, I cannot initiate a preliminary 
investigation under the Independent Counsel Act. 

Should a tax-exempt organization engage in activity 
prohibited by virtue of its tax-exempt status, the violation may 
lead to revocation of the organization's tax-exempt status and 
assessment of taxes due. Such matters are within the 
jurisdiction of the IRS. Of course, tax privacy laws mean that 
we have no knowledge of whether any such process is underway. 
However, if in conducting any examination involving the Hsi Lai 
Temple, the IRS determines that the Temple or any individuals may 
have violated federal criminal tax law, then the IRS, using its 
normal enforcement criteria for referrals, may refer that matter 
to the Justice Department for further investigation or . 
prosecution. If such a matter implicates a person covered by the 
Independent Counsel Act, then the preliminary provisions of the 
Act would be triggered. In any event, we aware of no evidence at 
this time to suggest that the Vice President was a knowing 
participant in any conspiracy to «jLolate the nation's tax laws or 
to obstruct the IRS in its functions . 

d. Begirt ion st, SMBalga TOntribuUaM. Jay -fchaJSOga 

Presidents You suggest that the Vice President's solicitations 
of political donations and contributions constituted illegal 
extortions or solicitations of a bribe. In order to constitute 
extortion, a solicitation of political campaign contributions 
must involve some threat of violence, the wrongful use of a 
victim' s fear that economic harm would result from not providing 
the funds being solicited, or involve a quid fiSSt OUfi bribe. 

18 U.S.C. S 1951(b)(2) (definition of extortion); 18 U.S.C. § 872 
(extortion by officers or employees of the United States) . The 
Vice President is an elected public official and is entitled to 
seek the financial support of the public. A mere request by him 
for the assistance of potential donors is not extortion;; nor is 
it a request for a bribe. 

You do not identify any particular instances of threats or 
other extortionate conduct by the Vice President. The press 
reports quoted by you, in which anonymous individuals allegedly 
stated that they "felt pressure," are not sufficient to suggest a 
violation of law. Should any information come 'to lights that the 
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Vice President maty have actually threatened any of the donors 
whom he allegedly called seeking political contributions, we 
will, of course, reassess our conclusions under the requirements 
of the Independent Counsel Act, 

e. rECfr.vj,clatiQro. fry thftjfrg g idfinfc mi. XXqbl Presidents 

Finally, you suggest, in general terms, that an independent 
counsel must be appointed to investigate the involvement of the 
President and Vice President in possible illegal conduit 
contributions and contributions by foreign nationals. You 
suggest that because the President and the Vice President were 
closely involved in the fundraising of the Democratic National 
Committee, "reasonable people can ask" whether they participated 
in alleged violations of the law. While the task force is 
closely scrutinizing allegations of illegal fundraising, it has 
to date uncovered no evidence indicating that either the 
President or the Vice President engaged in conduct constituting a 
criminal violation of the FBGA. 

2. -- Thfc Afifc'g PittarfitioaiurY Previa rena 

In addition to your contention that there is specific and 
credible information suggesting that covered persons may have 
violated the law, you also renew the argument advanced in your 
last letter that investigation of any of the campaign financing 
matters created a potential conflict of interest warranting my 
use of the discretionary clause under the Independent Counsel 
Act. 


In urging me to conclude tha^this investigation poses the 
type of potential conflict of interest contemplated by the Act, 
you point to the facts that I was appointed by, and serve at the 
pleasure of, the President, and that in the past I ran for office 
as a Democrat. These facts are not by themselves sufficient to 
establish a conflict of interest with respect to investigations 
that do not involve alleged criminal conduct by a covered person. 
As I have noted before, except in extraordinary circumstances not 
presented by the facts known to us at this time, it is not a 
conflict of interest for the Department of Justice to investigate 
allegations of corruption and wrongdoing within the Executive 
Branch, even at relatively high levels. I cannot accept the 
suggestion in your letter and from others that merely because 
some of these allegations involve events that were participated 
in by the President or Vice President, or involve individuals 
known to the President or Vice President, or. might have an 
adverse impact on the Democratic Party, there ought to be an 
independent counsel . 

You also allege that in some instances I and the Department 
have provided to the White Bouse "sensitive information" 
pertaining to the task force's investigation. I assure you that 
any such information provided to the White House has been 
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furnished properly pursuant to my national security obligations 
and has not impinged in any ray on the interests of the criminal 
investigation . My obligation to keep the President informed of 
matters affecting the national security has not created any 
conflict with the Department's conduct of the criminal 
investigation. Moreover, even were an independent counsel to be 
appointed, I would still retain my responsibility to relay to the 
President relevant intelligence necessary for him to exercise his 
responsibility to protect the national security. 

You .further cite as evidence of a conflict of interest my 
opposition to Congressional grants of immunity for what you 
describe as "low- level figures" such as persons who served as 
conduits for illegal contributions. The decision to confer 
immunity upon potential criminal defendants is a significant one, 
and making it without adequate consideration or information can 
have a damaging impact on criminal investigations i either by 
depriving the Department of leverage to secure a witness's full 
cooperation or by immunizing conduct that is more serious than 
appears. Indeed, in this case, some of the immunized witnesses 
revealed in their testimony that they were not mere conduits but 
had also destroyed relevant documents. Accordingly, the 
Department of Justice has always attempted to consider these 
decisions carefully. I am confident that an independent counsel 
would do the same. 

As I have previously pointed out to you, there are times 
when reliance on the discretionary clause is appropriate, and I 
have done so myself on a few occasions. However, in each of 
those cases, I considered the particular individuals involved and 
the particular factual context in fehich the allegations against 
those persons arose, and concluded that it would create a 
potential conflict of interest -for the Department of Justice to 
investigate the matter. Moreover, even after finding the 
existence of a potential conflict, I must consider whether under 
all the circumstances discretionary appointment of an independent 
counsel is appropriate. In each case, therefore, the final 
decision has been an exercise of my discretion, as provided for 
under the Act. 

I have undertaken the same examination here. Based on the 
facts as we know them now, I have not concluded that any conflict 
of interest would ensue from our vigorous and thorough 
investigation of the allegations contained in your letter. 

In conclusion, I assure you, as I have before on numerous 
instances, that allegations of violations of federal criminal law 
with respect to campaign financing in the course of the 1996 
federal elections will be thoroughly investigated, and, if 
appropriate, prosecuted. The Task Force continues to review 
documents and interview witnesses in connection with many of the 
events discussed in your letter. If at any time in the course of 
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the investigation we are made aware information that a covered 
person, or a person as to whom the Department of Justice would 
have a conflict, may have violated the law I will invoke the 
appropriate -provisions of the Act* But with all due respect for 
your views to the contrary, at this point it appears to me that 
-- with the exception only of the three specific allegations 
which have triggered review under the Independent Counsel Act -- 
these matters should continue to be investigated by the 
Department of Justice and its career investigators and 
prosecutors. Should future developments require me to reconsider 
my decision, I will do so. 


Sincerely, 



Janet Reno 
Attorney General 


Enclosures (2) 

cc. : The Honorable John Conyers, Jr. 

Ranking Minority Member 
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V. S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the AaistmMt Attorney General Washington. D.C. 20530 

C EB 2 6 !998 


The Honorable Bob Barr 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congressman Barr: 

This responds to your letters to Attorney General Reno, 
dated December 24, 1997, and January 29, 1998, which requested 
the appointment of a special counsel to investigate Mr. Ira 
Magaziner and other government officials, based upon conclusions 
reached by Judge Royce Lamberth in his opinion of December 18, 
1997. I apologize for the delay in responding to your December 
letter. 

We have carefully reviewed Judge Lamberth' s opinion and find 
no basis for the appointment of a special counsel. As you may 
know, the circumstances addressed in Judge Lamberth' s opinion 
were fully explored by the United States Attorney for the 
District of Columbia with specific reference to potential 
criminal prosecution of Mr. Magaziner. The U.S. Attorney's 
report concluded that criminal prosecution of Mr. Magaziner was 
not warranted, a conclusion with which Judge Lamberth stated he 
"cannot disagree." Association of American Physicians and 
Surgeons. Inc, v. Clinton . No. 93-0399 (D.D.C. filed Dec. 18, 
1997) at 9. 

In accordance with standard procedure, your letter also has 
been referred to the Department's Office of Professional 
Responsibility (OPR) , which has pending a review of Judge 
Lamberth' s concerns insofar as they fall within OPR jurisdiction. 
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Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of further 
assistance with regard to this or any other matter. 



Andrew Fois 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry J. Hyde 

Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary 

The Honorable John Conyers, Jr. 

Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on the Judiciary 

''The Honorable Dan Burton 

Chairman, Committee on Government Reform & Oversight 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 

Committee on Government Reform a Oversight 


The Honorable Newt Gingrich 
Speaker of the House 

The Honorable Richard A. Gephardt 
Minority Leader 

The Honorable Orrin G. Hatch 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary 

The Honorable Patrick J. Leahy 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on the Judiciary 
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U. S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington, DC. 20530 

March 3, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 


This responds further to your letters of August 13, September 26, and November 23, 
1997 to the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS), which requested the "A" files of 
certain individuals in connection with the Committee's oversight investigation on campaign 
finance matters. 


As you know, we produced nine A files on November 11, 1997 (Document Nos. 1 - 
1267). Enclosed are A files for the following eleven individuals: Liping Chen, Subandi 
Tanuwidjaja, Laureen Gatot Elnitiarta, Yaohan Gatot Elnitiarta, Yopie Gatot Elnitiarta, Ming 
Chen, Yuefang Chu, Zheng Wang, Pompimol Parichattkui, Dong Shao, and David Sugita 
(Document Nos. 1268 - 1877). While the Department’s public disclosure of these records 
would be prohibited by the Privacy Act, this release to the Committee in response to your 
oversight request is permissible. See 5 U.S.C. 552a(b)(9). In accordance with our 
conversations with Committee staff and in order to protect individual privacy interests, 
medical records have not been included. As we have informed your staff, we have asked 
the INS to continue searching for other documents that you have requested. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if 1 may be of further assistance. 


Sincerely, 


Andrew Fois L 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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u.s. 


or Justice 


Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office o f *• M<iii Att o rney OmmoI 


RUiiiM.AC aow 
March 3, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C* 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Ob is responds further to your letters, dated October 22, 

1997 and December 19, 1997, which requested records relating to 
the Committee's campaign finance oversight investigation. 
Specifically, you requested a number of records pertaining to a 
closed criminal investigation conducted primarily in Hawaii and 
an open criminal investigation currently being conducted by the 
U.S. Attorney for the Northern District of Oklahoma. 

As you know, we have already provided the Committee with 
many of the requested materials pertaining to the closed matter 
based, in part, on information we obtained in a meeting with 
Committee staff on December 17, 1997. Shortly thereafter, we 
provided copies of audio tape recordings of Gene and Nora Lum 
that were made by undercover FBI agents during the investigation 
in Hawaii. In early January, we provided you a copy of a 
videotape made during that investigation. On January 17, we 
provided you more than 800 pages of documents from the FBI's 
files on the closed investigation and, on January 26, provided 
you with approximately 760 additional pages from the PBI's files, 
which are numbered 803-1563. 

Enclosed please find more than 450 additional pages of 
documents responsive to your request. These documents, which are 
numbered 1564-2020, are from the files of the Criminal Division 
of the Department of Justice* As is the case for the material 
that we provided previously, the documents we provided on January 
26 and today contain sensitive investigative information. The 
public disclosure of this information ordinarily would be 
prohibited by the Privacy Act, but we are providing them to the 
Committee in response to this oversight request. See 5 U.S.C. 
552a (b)(9). Out of a concern for the privacy interests of those 
individuals mentioned in these documents and the sensitive nature 
of the information involved, we request that the Committee confer 
with us prior to disseminating any of this material outside of 
the Committee. 
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The FBI redacted the documents it provided on January 26 in 
order to protect its sources and methods. The material provided 
today has been redacted to eliminate references to grand jury or 
Title III matters, which we are prohibited by law from 
disclosing. S^e Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure 6(e) and 18 
U.S.C. SS 2510 mfc seq . In addition, we have not provided you 
with documents related solely to matters before the grand jury, 
such as grand jury subpoenas and attachments, and those related 
solely to Title III. We also have not provided attorney notes, 
attorney work product or the declination memorandum that you 
requested. As you know, materials of this nature are extremely 
sensitive criminal justice documents that reflect internal 
deliberations relating to the exercise of prosecutorial 
discretion. We think that it is very important to protect this 
essential executive branch function from disclosure that would 
chill that decision-making process. Declination memoranda also 
implicate significant privacy interests and are especially 
sensitive because they concern subjects who have not even been 
charged, let alone convicted, of any crime. Those privacy 
interests are elevated where, as here, the document also pertains 
to other individuals. Accordingly, we would like to work with 
Committee staff to find alternative means of accommodating the 
Committee's needs for information that would be consistent with 
our fundamental interests in the confidentiality of this type of 
document. 

We regret that we cannot comply with your request for “All 
audio tapes recorded by Ron Miller and subpoenaed in August 1997 
and currently in the temporary custody of the FBI office in 
Oklahoma City, OK.* First, Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure prohibits the government from revealing 
proceedings before the grand jury, including the fact that 
particular evidence has been subpoenaed by the grand jury. In 
addition, as we have previously indicated to your staff, it is 
the judgment of the u.s. Attorney for the Northern District of 
Oklahoma that disclosing to the Committee any tapes made by Ron 
Miller, regardless of whether the government obtained those tapes 
pursuant to a subpoena or in some other manner, would be harmful 
to a pending criminal fraud investigation. In accordance with 
our long-standing policy regarding non-public information 
relating to pending criminal investigations, it is not 
appropriate to provide them to the Committee at this time. 

The investigation is continuing and not expected to be 
completed in the near future. We regret any inconvenience that 
results to the Committee because of this pending criminal 
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investigation, and we will advise you further when the 
investigation is completed. Please do not hesitate to contact me 
if >1 may be of further assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Pols 

Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 


3 
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U. S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington. D C. 20530 


The Honor able Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr . Chairman : 

We have received and reviewed for possible conflicts of 
interest the materials enclosed with your letter of December 9, 
1997. As you may know, all matters relating to former Associate 
Attorney General Webster Hubbell are being handled by Independent 
Counsel Kenneth Starr. As to the other persons mentioned in your 
letter, we do not believe that there is a conflict of interest 
which precludes the Department of Justice from continuing its 
inve s t igat ion . 

We appreciate, however, your forwarding the materials, which 
are being reviewed by members of the Task Force for their 
relevance to the ongoing investigation. 

Sincerely, 






Andrew Fois 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 




ONE HUNDRED WTM CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje fBniteb States 

ftoitft oi ftfprrtfntafibra 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bulono 
Washington. OC 20515-6143 
(202) 226-6074 

March 9, 1998 


Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

Enclosed is a letter that I sent to the President concerning the lack of cooperation from the 
Administration in assisting the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight obtain 
information from China and Hong Kong. I know you are well aware of the extent of the lack of 
cooperation. This lack of cooperation is hindering both our investigations in Congress as well as 
the Justice Department Task Force investigation. 

As evidence of this lade of cooperation, the Committee recently received a message from 
the Chinese embassy in Washington, which stated that records of the Bank of China would not 
be released to the Committee. Furthermore, visas have been denied to Committee investigators 
seeking to travel to Beijing and Hong Kong. 

1 hope that you will join me in urging the President to exercise substantially more 
leadership on this issue. 


Sincerely, 



Chairman 


cc: Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
enclosure 



ONE HUNOftED FIFTH CONGRESS 


Congress of rtje ®nitrt States 

House eC fteprestntatibrf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayouhn House Office Building 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 
(202) 225-5074 

March 9, 1998 


The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

I am very concerned that the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is getting 
no cooperation from our government with its mission to obtain information from C hina and 
Hong Kong, regarding die activities of individuals, companies, and government officials in the 
1996 American elections. In October 1997, fifteen Members of this Committee sent you a letter 
asking you to raise the issue of cooperation with this investigation with President Jiang Zemin of 
China, who made an official state visit to the United States that month. After that meeting, when 
the question of whether the issue of cooperation was raised, you stated in published reports that 
President Jiang had “emphatically denied to me personally that their government had tried to do 
anything to influence the outcome of this election.” Clearly by now you know that is not the 
case. 


Representations were made last fail by your National Security representatives and 
Chinese officials that cooperation would be forthcoming. 1 know you are well aware of the 
extent of the lack of cooperation. This lack of cooperation is hindering both our investigations in 
Congress as well as the Justice Department Task Force investigation. 

As evidence of this lack of cooperation, the Committee recently received a message from 
the Chinese embassy in Washington, which stated that records of the Bank of China would not 
be released to the Committee. Furthermore, visas have been denied to Committee investigators 
seeking to travel to Beijing and Hong Kong. 

As you are aware, the Committee is investigating serious allegations of wrongdoing 
concerning the flow of foreign money in the last U.S. elections. The Committee has sent you 
several letters requesting your assistance over the past year. With more than seventy key 
Committee witnesses pleading the Fifth Amendment or out of the country, it is imperative that 
the Committee receives the benefit of the considerable influence that our government possesses 
with regard to gathering crucial information necessary to this investigation from foreign 
individuals, companies and governments. 
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Your leadership on pushing this issue is essential. I look forward to your response. 



Chairman 

cc: Honorable Henry A. Waxman 


2 
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OAN MWON. MOMMA 


ONE HUNDFEO RFTH CONGRESS 

Congress of ttjc tHnitefa States 

£>otufe of 3ft»preSentatib«( 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM A NO OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bukxnng 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 
(202)225-5074 

March 12, 1998 


►l»«V A. W4XMAM CAUAMNM 
RANKING MiMOOTY MEMBCM 


Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

To assist you in your continuing investigation of John Huang, Maria Hsia and others, I 
have enclosed some documents obtained by the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight from the Democratic National Committee containing information about John Huang 
and Maria Hsia, which I would like to bring to your attention. 



Chairman 


cc: Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
enclosure 
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OfC HONORED FIFTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje ®mteb States 

%ou£t of lUprafentattottf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Burjmng 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 
(202)225-5074 

March 12, 1998 


H&mr A. NNMM. CHfONI 


Honorable Louis J. Freeh 

Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Washington, D.C. 20535 

Dear Director Freeh: 

To assist you in your continuing investigation of John Huang, Maria Hsia and others, I 
have enclosed some documents obtained by the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight from the Democratic National Committee containing information about John Huang 
and Maria Hna, which I would like to bring to your attention. 



Chairman 


cc: Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
enclosure 
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t think v« all agree that Malinda Yee*s job is to opan doors for us 
in the Asian community and, it is our rasponsibility to follow-up, 
jn this ragard, and bacausa fifty parcant of tha proposad Asian 
tgsnda is fundraising ralatad, it would ba impossible for tha 
finance division to work with any new potential Asian donors if va 
do not have a representative with the Chairman during tha trip. As 
far as our goals are concerned, it would ba a wasted trip if wa 
could not finesse these new relationships into real money. 


Also, as Z mentioned, I propose that Gail Dobert ba our 
representative. Much of the trip will ba dealing with prospective 
donors, which Gail is obviously quite good at. Also, a big part of 
this trip will be socializing and instilling a sense of friendship 
in the minds of our new Asian acquaintances and Z can not think of 
anyone who could do this better than Gail. The other important 
factor will be to have someone along who can work with Maria Hsia 
and John Huang, and Z will work with Gail to build these working 
relationships before the trip. Finally, because the trip is being 
fully financed by the government, Z do not think cost will be an 
issue. 


I think we should submit this idea to the powers that be and have 
Gall involved in any future discussions regarding the Asia trip. 



■■nniirani dnc 08568i3 
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luatoiuurDim 

TO: Melissa Moss, Chtri Carter 

FROM: call Dobert 

OATS: Movenber 12, 1991 

RE: chairman's trip to Asia 


Whlls Z realise that tha bulk of attantion last week was focutad on 
tho victory '92 Loadarship meeting, I'd liko to, at this time, 
rsquost your attantion and input on a aaao distributed by Linda 
Rotunno regarding Chairman Brown's trip to Asia. Har memo, dated 
October 29th, is attached. 

Linda and X, as well as Chari and Z, have discussed this trip and 
the reasons for my accompanying the group. while X think tha 
reasons for me to attend are sound, X will understand if a decision 
to the contrary is mads. However, I as very much interested in tha 
trip and would like to have the opportunity to.diseuss it further. 

Please .get back to ms before Melissa leaves for her surgery. 
JThanks. 

cc: Linda Rotunno *= — 



0828880 
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TO: RHB ^ 

f»j Mallnda Yea 

Rjt: Halting with Maria Haia and David Liang 

DATE: Octobar 16 , 1991 

Maria Haia la in town with har friend David Liang (not David Lang 
froa Mika Moo' a Office) for the DSCC aaating. Thay eaaa ovar to 
the DMC thia morning to diacuaa tha potential Aaia trip with Linda 
potunno and ma. 

In brisf , Maria explained that moat of har paopla in L.A. who vara 
activa during tha cycla ara aithar bumad out of politico or 
hit by tha racaaaion and no longar making larga contributions at 
thia time. Sha strongly baliavaa that thia Aaia trip ia tha link 
that mill bring in new monay to tha DNC from tha Aaian Pacific 
American community. Thus, aha has volunteered to coordinate tha 
fun draining component of tha trip by making kay introductiona to ua 
of both permanent residents and corporations with subsidiaries in 
the u.S. Along with myself and Linda, she will do any necessary 
followup to bring the M into the omc as soon as possible. 

As you know, the Taiwan part of tha trip vill be fully sponsored by 
the CCHAA. Par Maria's recommendation, ve should request to stay 
at tha Regent Hotel and she vill arrange a private meeting with tha 
owners of tha hotel. The Regent is managed by the same people who 
manage tha Beverly Wilshire Hotel in Los Angolas. Roger Pan who 
owns 30 % of the hotel, and has given big $$ to March Fong Eu and 
Lao McCarthy. Maria vill follow-up with him to be a trustee. 

For political purposes, ve should request the following meetings 
through the CCKAA: 

President 
Foreign Minister 
Finance Minister 
Monopoly Bureau Chief 

Head of tha Legislative Yuan (equivalent to the Majority Leader of 
tha U.S. Senate) 

Major Party Leaders from the KMT and the DPP (the major opposition 
party) 

Business Circle (wealthy business people with close government 
ties) 

Private meetings faeiliated by Maria Hsia and David Liang vill be 
as follows: 

Lunch with the Lions Club (many wealthy business people with tight 
ties ia O.S.). 

Dinner with the Medical Doctors Association (Very wealthy - many 
ere O.a. pares neat rasldemte). 

Possibla nesting with Businesspaople associated with the Golf Club 

(same) 


■mimilllffl DNC 0856816 
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to RUB from HY 
*£ober Id, l»tl 

01O* 2 


/•hiinan of tho florid Journal Newspaper 

/Chinese language positive publicity with circulation in tho 0.0. 
Ind for ** purpoooo) 


chairman of tho China Timoa Hovapapor 

/ehlmoao language poeltlve publicity with circulation im tho o«i. 
and for ft purpoooo) 


Chairman of tho National Chamber of Commerce (another potential 
truatee that Maria will follow-up with* me la a member of the 
npe 8 a Eagle Club, although doeem 9 t have a duo am to why and ham 
the money to give to urn am well)* 

Chairman of the Evergreen Company (Ever green helped eponeor your 
Africa trip; The Chairman baa given big ff to Dianne Eeineteim and 
again Maria will fellow-up for truateeahlp) . 


Additional Notea: 

It is critical that va Keep the government meetings and private 
meetinga (both eocial and buaineaa) completely separate. 

During at leaat two of the evenings, the buaineaa people will want 
you to go out socially with them - to establish friendship and 
trust (in Asia, you already know that’s how they do business 
there)* Since it 1 a currently the fashionable thing to do, they 
will moat likely take you to a karaoke bar where people drink and 
sing. They will want you to drink and sing with them. Leo 
McCarthy took a similar trip with them just two weeks ago, and they 
have already committed big ff to them (in the neighborhood of 
$ 300 , 000 ) . 


Time is short to facilitate all we want to do politically and 
financially in Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Hawaii* Please lat me know 
as soon aa possible if wa should proceed* Z believe that we have 
finally found the right nitch to jars up the big contributors in 
the Asian Pacific American community. 

Thank you for raading yet anothar memo on this matter I will 
speak with you soon. 


cc: Alexis Harman 

Brian Foucart 
Linda Rotunno 


DNC 0856817 
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TO: 

PR: 

REs 

DATE 




torn 

Mslinda 'it 
Delegation ter XiU 
November 14, 1991 


Trip 


Upon speaking with members o£ the business community involved with 
the Asia trip, X would like to recommend that Maeley Tom Tom be 
included as the fifth person of the delegation to Asia. 

Because she is the only Chinese/Asian Pacific American -to serve on 
the Executive Committee of the DNC, her presence on the trip would 
send a symbolic message that the Democratic Party's relationship 
with the Asian Pacific American community and the business people 
in Asiais strong and solid. 

originally, she was just going to join us on the Hawaii leg. 
However, because she can speak Chinese fluently, has a proven track 
record in fundraising with donors from Asia, and has credibility 
with Maria Hsia and John Huang, X believe that we will maximise our 
dollars both immediately and after the trip with Neeley's presence. 
She has already been working with Maria, John and others to plan a 
successful trip for us. 

As a condition to her for us to extend the invitation, we will need 
to get her commitment to do the follow-up necessary, along with me, 
to ensure that we receive all of the money that will be pledged to 
us through Maria's and John's contacts as soon as possible. 

Please let me know if you agree with this strategy. Because we 
are less than three weeks away, X would like to extend the 
invitation to her as soon as possible. 

The CCMAA has agreed to sponsor five people as our official 
delegation. The delegation to date consists of: 

Chairman Bon Brown 
Congressman X3CX 
Bill Morton 
Melinda Tee 

Thank you for your consideration. X will speak with you soon. 


cc: Alexis Herman 

Brian Poueart 


DNC 0828874 
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TO t 
r*: 
R£: 
DATE: 


AHB _ , 

Mallnda 

Revised Schedule for Aeiajrrip 
October 22, atV»3, flp 



H«ri ii the propotod revised achedule for the Am trio, please 
note that after further conferring with Governor Shorn 1 m top 
political and financial strategists, they baliova that Jft would too 
bottar If va 90 to Hawaii aftar tha Pearl Harbor events. Bacauaa 
tha $$ aapaet it vary important to your viait, thay fait that vour 
viaitoility and tha $$ dalivarad would too maximized if you are the 
total focua of attention. Aa you can leaglne, tha attention would 
not be fully focused on you during tha Pearl Harbor avinta. 

As 1 mentioned in ay October IS memo to you, between Hdng Kong and 
Hawaii, we should be able to bring home at least fidoJooo, broken 
down aa follows: 


John Huang has offered to host an event in Hong Kong with a goal of 

laOfOoa* * 

Nor* Lua, Covomer Waihoo'o chief fundraiser hoi par tonally 
guaranteed 12, , 000 . With tho Governor's active euplort (and We 

naad to hav# you call hio in a faw days), v* can at/lsast doublW. Y _ 
that figure. I 




'.***tSlB*i* will identify hay donora to give to us difraetly durino 
'*» th * J*i w,n of tho trip. She did not wantyto guarantee 

anything until aha had Bade tome initial inquiries vith her 
— buiineee contacts in Taiwan. f 


.a./- lota a day) 


Daceaber 5 Travel to Taiwan (leave Friday a. 

Daeaabar 6 Traval/arriva in Taipei (lata p. 

Daceaber 7 Taipei 

Daceaber • Taipei 

Daceaber t Taipei 

Oaesaber io Taipei/Hong Kong (depart p.a.) 

Daeaabar ii Kong Xeng 

P*f*^*5 Kong Xong/Kavaii (depart afternqbn - gain a day) 

Dscoaber 12 Hsvsil (arrive a. a.) ^ 

Daeaabar 13 Hava H/Tr aval (depart early p„ 

Daceaber 14 Washington, D,Ca (arrive eaB.f 

i-r 

In pur P®* M ' * u PCTtiaa would b* seat grateful if we can 

wXh? t0 c *° ,ur * on conaitting to tha ^rlp by the and of this 

TKJUix YOOtss 

cc: Alexis Karaan 
Brian Feueart 
Chari carter 
Dalia Traynha* 


•x — i y ’~~% 

'2b 


OCT 9? 
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rr: KHB r i 

rfi: Melinda Yea 

at: Update on Financial Ccssi tser.ts to Asia Trip 

TATI: November $. 1991 

Ovar tha past savaral days, I have been working to sacura the SS 
commitments on tha Asia trip. Hart is vhara wa stand: 

Ping Niu - Sha is tna woman frca Houston who guarantaad tha $25 , OCC 
to us. Yes, wa thought tha $S would ba thara whan va get thara. 
However, sha explained to ma that sinca wa gava than vary shor 
notica and did not gat than a 'high n ana racognition parson', tha 
sha could not dalivar immediately through har sourcas. sha 
recognizes tha hard work that you and others want through, however, 
and will fulfill tha commitment. Sha has gottan a firm commitment 
of $75,000 from .Prica Waterhouse in Taiwan who will ba abla work 
with a U.S. affiliate to cut tha chack and present it to us in 
Taiwan. Sha will gat $25,000 to us by Tuesday, November 12. 
other $50,000 will be waiting for us in Taiwan. I know that it 
hard to be patient on this one, but please be, because it v 
benefit us greatly. 

Maria Hsia - I know that you spoke with har. She has bean work 
diligently to secure $$ there. Thus :far, aha has secured $io, 
from an individual named Steve Chung. Ha is a U.S. citizen who 
tight with tha DPP, tha opposition party in Taiwan. They will v 
to have lunch with you in Taiwan. She is working on savaral ot 
firs conmitaents and is in constant contact with me. 

John Huang - Has not yet given any firm $ commitments. 

Nora Lum - Sha will host a private lunch upon our arrival to 
Honolulu. Sha will have a labor/construction people thara. She 
will also have a luncheon with black businessman. She has 
guarantaad $35,000. 

Governor Waihee - You need to call him. Kis chief aide, John 
Uchima, has said that tha Governor has done a lot of local 
fundraising and that this is a difficult time for them. However, 

I beliave that you should contact tha Govarnor, explain to him tha 
importanca of tha trip, emphasizing that you may not be able to 
sake it out to Hawaii again befora tha '92 alactions. So, the 
time is now for Hawaii to dotheir thing. 


Chairman, tha bottoa line is that if wa taka tha trip as proposed, 
we will raise at laast $ 100 , 000 . If wa don't do it, for political 
reasons or others, we need to let all of tham know immediataly. 
Decause thara is obviously a lot of work being put forth for us by 
t has. 

Thank you for tverything. especially your patianca. As soon as tha 
S 2 5. 000 comas in next w*ek. Z will gat you tna chack. 


I CC00I12 


«• i* 
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Me-.s to Chairman Brown 
November 6, 1991. 

Page 2 


Attached is the proposed flight schedule from the CCNNA. 


cc: Alexis Herman 

Brian Foucart 
Melissa Moss 
Cheri Carter 
Linda Rotunao 
Dalia Traynhaa 


l 0000113 



908 


T9: RH8 .y v V 

FR: Melihde Ye. t i v Vr 

P£: AsiS OtUUi 

TATS: xoveaber. 13. 1991 


Here is the Slight schedule. Ic is slightly revised, due 
times (see especially December io) free the nemo I 
yesterday. 

wdnasdav. Dacambar 4. 1991 
9:00 a. a. Laava Washington DulXas Airport via UA173 
11:45 a. a. Arriva L-A. 

1:00 p.m. Laava L.A. via UA845 

I tmsaditt* Oagtn&tg a. mi 

6:50 p.a. Arriva Taipai 

rridav. _ Dacaabar 6. l&ftl 
Taipai 

gatvrtay«. Dtstafear. 7... . liil 

Taipai 

gyndifo.-Ptciaitotr L. 1211 

Taipai 

Monday. Dacambar 9^.1991 
8:30 peO* Laava Taipai via CZ609 
10:10 p.m. Arriva Hon? Kong 

7ytfdA^..,,Dtctrteag 

Hong Kong 

*adntiday. PtctmEsr, U 
10:15 AeB. Laava Hong Kong via CX602 
11:40 a. a. Arriva Taipai 
2:30 p-n. Laava Taipai via CX018 
7:00 a. a. Arriva Hawaii 

?;fdnudiy^.Dt«ttbjC-U 

Hawaii 

U tetriday* Pgganfrtr 12 

Hawaii 

LLidajLu Pfgta&tt..» 

12:50 a.Be Laava Hawaii via AA1562 
7:59 a. a* Arriva L.A. 

1:45 a. a. Laava L.A. via AA78 

4:27 p.a. Arriva Washington Oullaa Airport 


to fly 

gav« 


I ••••!)» 
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Pagt 2 
Me no to RHB 
Nov«-o«r 13* 1991 


::r.er 

Tha delegation will bo staying «t tha itegaat total in Taiwan (some 
owners as the Bavariy Regent in L.A.) and at the Mandarin Oriantal 
Hotal in Hong Kong. Both of thaaa hotsla ara in tha top tan in tha 
world. Maria Ksia is closa to tha ownart of tha Regent, and will 
sat up a private meeting for us. Hawaii is nailing down data* Is on 
accsnodations . 

I an meeting with tha CCNAA paopla on Friday to discuss meeting 
details, including your visit with Prasidant Laa. 

John Huang is satting up a privata meeting with you and tha 
Governor of Kong Kong. Ha is still trying to gat $$ commitments 
from Hong Kong, as wall. 

Hawaii is satting up a major avaning racaption for you on^the 
avaning of tha llth. It will bo a Daaocratic Party gatharing with 
alactad officials and major contributors This is vhara va will 
collact tha $S0,000. 

Also « afscme is Hawaii will host a larga labor breakfast for you on 
•December 12. 

Nora Lun will host lunchas on tha llth and 12th. 

official Dalaoa.ti.Qn 

Chairman Ron Brown 
Congressman XXX 
Malinda Yaa 
Bill Morton 
XXX 

va naad to nail down tha official delegation asap, to that tha 
airlina tichats can ba booked. 

Other Paoola joining us 

These paopla will joining during various lags of tha trip. They 
ara our key business contacts. 

Jason Wang (Houston) 

Stavan Hsu (Houston) 

John Huang (L.A.) 

Maria Hsit (L.A.) 

Mae lay Tom (ONC) 

3oth Jason and Stavan ara flying out in advance to make further 
arrangements. Maria has also sent out two paopla to Taiwan to 
finalize datails and to gat further financial commitments. 


I 0IIM3 I 
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PA?* J 

Mono to RHB 
Novtnbar 13, 1991 

ZiZAZJZ t t:pdaf 

Th« following art up-to-data firm commitaants of what vt will take 
i will b# pushing for mors solid coaaitmants up to the day 
wa i §ive • As you know, in addition to what va taka hoaa, vt vii; 
also b« davaloping many nav contacts and prompters for 1992. 

Taiwan 

Tha bus inasspaopla froa Houston will contributa ISO* 000. 

Maria Hsis will bring in at lsast $10,000. 

Hawaii 

wa will bring in a total of at lsast $100,000 from Hawaii. Tha 
Covarnor and Kora Lua art working togathsr. 


Chairman, as you can sat, thara is a lot of working baing dona in 
tha naxt thraa waaks to ansura a succassful trip, both politically 
and financially. Plaasa 1st ms know asap if wa ara on track and 
avarything is a go. THANX! 


Alaxis Harman 
Brian roue art 
Oalia Traynham 
Malisaa Moss 
Chari Cartar 
Linda Rotunno 


1 until; 
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Notice of ftepretfentaltotf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington. OC 20515-6143 

Huxin 0OB3»-SOr4 

March I3rt998 



Hon. Doris Meissner, Commissioner 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 
Washington, D.C. 20536 

Dear Commissioner 

Recently, James T. Riady surfaced in American news reports. Among other things reported about Mr. 
Riady, who has failed to cooperate with this Committee’s investigation into his role m financing 
American political campaigns, is that he is "an Indonesian citizen who holds a U.S. green card" (New 
York Times, Feb. 28). 

"Green card" refers to INS Form 1-551, the Alien Registration Receipt Card that evidences one’s having 
entered the U.S. as an immigrant and having been admitted to permanent residence. By definition in U.S. 
immigration law, permanent residents have a relationship to their American "place of general abode” that 
is "of continuing and lasting nature." 

It appears that Mr. Riady has not lived in the United States on a regular basis since 1990. According to 
information available to the Committee, the last known appearance of James Riady in this country was 
in September, 1996, when he reportedly met in the White House with John Huang and Mark Middleton. 
This was approximately a year and a half ago. It has been suggested in some quarters that Mr. Riady’s 
prolonged absence from this country is due to his desire not to be questioned in the ongoing 
investigations of illegal foreign fundraising by both Congress and the Justice Department 

I would like to inquire what the INS' guidelines are for presumed abandonment of a permanent 
residence. What are the INS' rules for revoking an individual's green card due to a prolonged absence 
from the country? If a permanent resident has resided outside of the country for 18 months, would he be 
in danger of having his permanent residence revoked, or would other factors be taken into consideration? 
Is there a specific time period (1 year, 2 years, 3 years) after which a permanent resident is presumed to 
have abandoned his green card? 

Your responses to these questions would he most helpful as this Committee pursues it's invesigarion. 

Chairman 

Copy; Hon. Janet Reno, Attorney General 

Hon. Henry Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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Congress ot tfje flHniteb States 

WWHilUii.BC 20515 


March 17, 1998 

The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 

Former attorneys general Bell, Meese, Thornburgh, and Barr recently issued a statement 
raising concerns about the attacks on Independent Counsel Starr. We hope you agree with their 
statement that Independent Counsel Starr “should be allowed to cany out his . . . duties without 
harassment by government officials and members of the bar" They explained their concern as 
follows: 

As former attorneys general, we are concerned that the seventy of the attacks on 
Independent Counsel Kenneth Stan and his office by high level government 
officials and attorneys representing their particular interests, among others, a pp ea r 
to have the improper purpose of influencing and impeding an ongoing criminal 
investigation and intimidating possible jurors, witnesses and even investigators. 

We believe it is significant that Mr. Starr's investigative mandate has been 
sanctioned by the Attorney General of die United States and the Special Division 
of the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia. 

They also commented on Mr. Starr's integrity, stating: 

As former attorneys general, we know Mr. Starr to be an individual of the highest 
personal and professional integrity. As a judge on the United States Circuit Court 
of Appeals for the District of Columbia and Solicitor General of the United States, 
he exhibited exemplary judgment and commitment to die highest ethical standards 
and the rule of law. 

We have enclosed their foil statement for your review and urge you to publicly speak out 
against such behavior. We urge you to clearly, and unequivocally state that it is improper for 
federal government officials to publicly attack a federal prosecutor or other law enforcement 
official. 
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STATKMfr.ftl ur rimrMrn, 1 1 / tv * 

As forma attorneys general of the United States, we oppose the Independent 
Counsel Act We believed in the pert, end we believe now, that the I toiled States 
Department otJuihce it capable of investigating ail criminal and civil matters involving 
foe United States government. We also believ'e that the Independent Counsel Act raises 
serious constitutional issues involving, among other thing t, separation of powers end due 
proeoss. However, we also believe in the nils of lew. In .Morrison v. Ojeog . the United 
States Supreme Court ruled that the Independent Counsel Act is constitutional. 

Moreover, in 1994. after the law had lapsed. Congress reauthorized the Independent 
Counsel Act, end President Clinton signed it into law. Therefore, the Independent 
Counsel Act is today the taw- of the land, and it must be enforced. 

As former attorneys general, we are concerned that the severity of foe attacks on 
Independent Counsel Kenneth Stair and his office by high level government officials and 
attorneys representing their particular interests, anong others, appear to have the 
improper purpose of influencing end impeding an ongoing criminal investigation and 
intimidating possible jurors, witnesses and even investigators. We believe it is si g nifi ca nt 
that Mr. Starr's investigative mandate has been sanctioned by the Attorney General of foe 
United States and the Special Div ision of foe United States Court of Appeals for the 
District of Columbia. 

Further, Mr. Stan ia effectively prevented from defending himself and hit staff 
because nffoe legal requirement* of confidentiality and the practical limitations 
nocetfitsted by foe ongoing investigations. 

At former attorneys general, we know Mr. Starr to he an individual of foe highest 
personal end professional integrity. As a judge on the United States Circuit Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia and Solicitor General of the United States, he 
exhibited exemplary judgment end commitnent to the highest ethical standards and the 
ruin of law. 

We believe any independent counsel, including Mr. Starr, should be allowed to 
carry' out bit or ha duties without harassment by government officials and members of 
foe bar. Thai counsel** service can then be judged, by those who wish to do so. when foe 
results of foe investigation and foe ftets underlying it can be made public. 

Griffin B. Bell Edwin Mem III 

Attorney General l« President Jimmy Carter Attorney General for President Ronald Reag an 

Richard L Thornburgh William P. Parr 

Attorney Generel for Presidents Ronald Reagan Attorney Oenere! for President George Rush 

and George Buell 


-END- 
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ONE HUNDRED FIFTH CONGRESS 

Congress of ttjc tHnitefe States 

$on<t of IRtprefimtatfota 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office But long 
Washington, DC 20615-6143 



sr 



March 17, 1998 


John Collmgwood 
Assistant Director 

Office of Public and Congressional Affairs 
Federal Bureau of Investigation Headquarters 
Washington, D.C. 20535 

Re: Information Requests Relating to the FBI Files Matter 
Dear Mr. Collingwood: 

Pursuant to instructions received from Special Agent Rob Walsh of your office, this is to request 
that the FBI provide the following information and material to the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight Your prompt response would be most appreciated 


Please provide answers to these questions: 

1. How many FBI files did the White House return to the FBI on Thursday, June 6, 
1996? 

2. List in alphabetical order the name and/or other identifying information that 
ap p ea rs on each file returned to the FBI on Thursday, June 6, 1996. 

3. How many FBI files did the White House return to the FBI after Thursday, June 
6,1996? 

4. List in alphabetical order the name and/or other identifying information that 
appears on each file returned to the FBI after Thursday, June 6, 1996. 

How many FBI files did the White House return to the FBI before Thursday, June 
6,1996? 


5 . 
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6. List in alphabetical order the name and/or other identifying information that 
appears on each file returned to the FBI before Thursday, June 6, 1996. 

Please provide the following: 

1 . AH memoranda dated August t, 1993, to February 28, 1994, inclusive, addressed 
as follows: 

TO: FBI, LIAISON 

FROM: BERNARD W. NUSSBAUM 

SUBJECT: FBI Investigations 

2. All records, including, but not limited to, computer records, which evidence or in 
any way make reference to the transmittal of FBI background check materials to 
the White House, from August 1, 1993 to February 28, 1994, inclusive. 


If you have any questions, please feel free to contact Senior Investigative Counsel 
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EONS 

US. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Olfiat ore* Asms Amqr 


March 23, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Barton 
Chairman 

Committee covanaant Reform 
and oversight 

U.5. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is to convey information that the Attorney General 
offered to provide you and Congressmen Cox, Horn, and Sessions 
during her testimony on March 4 before your Committee in response 
to questions pertaining to the position of the Department of 
Justice regarding enforcement of 2 U-S.C. §44 la. 

The Department of Justice believes that 2 U.S.C. 5441 b 
prohibits foreign contributions of soft money. 1 We are 
prepared, in the correct circumstance, to bring sucb a oasa by 
indictment or information undar 2 U.S.C. 5437g(d). Wa are 
convinced that this view of the statute is correct, although we 
are cognisant that arguments can be made to the contrary. 

Relying on the placement of S441e, well after it was first 
enacted, within the Federal Election Campaign Act ( H FECA*) , some 
have argued that 5441a does not apply to eoft money because the 
term "contribution" as used in 544 le must follow the definition 
contained in the FSGA. A related contention holds that even if 
5441e does prohibit gifts of soft monay, 5437g(d) does not 
provide a criminal penalty for such a violation. 

The Department believes that those arguments are not 
persuasive and that |441e contains its own definition of 
"contribution" that antedates the definition in FBCA, and that 
the Congress intended that definition to apply to foreign 
contributions. That definition includes donations made in 


1 "Soft money" is the term used to refer to funds not subject 
to the provisions of the Federal Election campaign Act, because 
they are not contributed or spent for the -purpose of influencing e 
federal election. 
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EONS 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Page 2 


connection vith election to any political office , which would 
include state and local elections — that is, soft money. Under 
this reasoning, §437g adopts this definition for purposes of 
applying a punishment to |441e. 

She Department also holds to the position that potential 
defendants have been provided sufficient notice that this 
activity violates the law by, inter alia , the publication of ll 
C.P.JR. 1110.4(a) by the Federal Election commission. Shis 
regulation clearly states that foreign contributions to non- 
federal elections are prohibited by $441e. 

Because of the possibility that our view of the lav would be 
challenged, the Department has not sought out cases in which to 
use this prosecutive vehicle. Rather, as in similar situations 
with other statutes that might be challenged, the Department has 
chosen to wait for the proper case in which to charge a violation 
of §44 le and, where appropriate, to rely on other charging 
options to address the criminal conduct being confronted. In 
addition, because §441e is a misdemeanor, and the conduct it 
covers may also implicate certain felony statutes, we have often 
decided to charge the felony instead of the misdemeanor. 

If the Congress desires Departmental input into possible 
legislative action to address arguments that may be made against 
applying the statute to soft money, we will be happy to provide 
it. Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may provide you 
vith additional information. 

Sincerely, 

Ann Harkins 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: 

The Honorable Henry A. waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Government Reform 
and oversight 

The Honorable Steve Horn 
Committee on Government Reform 
and oversight 


The Honorable Pete sessions 
Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 


The Honorable Christopher Cox 
Committee on Government Reform 
and oversight 
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March 24, 1998 


Craig Iscoe, Esquire 

Assistant to the Deputy Attorney General 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

10th Street and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear M^Sc&l: 

I am forwarding to you two tapes which were entered into the Committee's hearing 
record on December 9, 1997 when the Attorney General appeared before the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight These records were submitted into the record along with 
other material related to Webster Hubbell, Mark Middleton, Charlie Trie, John Huang and other 
individuals that may be subject to investigations by the Justice Department 

It has come to my attention that these tapes may not have been copied at the time when 
we forwarded the records to you and may not have been included in the records you received just 
before Christmas for your review. 


Sincerely, 

Richard D. Bennett 
Chief Counsel 
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March 27, 1998 

The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10 th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20330 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 


The Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is investigating a co nt ribu t io n 
made by Global Resources Management (GRM) to the Democratic National Committee. On 
August 12, 1996, GRM, an Ohio company, contributed $100,000 to ‘‘President Clinton's 50 & 

Birthday Celebration.” The evidence reveals that GRM did not generate profits in the United 
States and bank records demonstrate thst GRM was wholly capitalized with foreign foods. Thus, 
the contribution may have been in viobtion of the Federal Election Commission. 

Two individuals who may have direct knowledge of the contribution ate Anted 
Abdulshafi, CEO, Global Resources Management, and Jeffrey Frank Keimeyer, President, 
Global Resources Management I would like to leans your thoughts about tht Committee 
immunizing from use the testimony of Amed Abdulshafi and Jeffrey Frank Neimeyer pursuant 
to Section 6005 of title 18, United States Code. 

These mdividuals are central to the Committee's investigation. Documents reviewed 
demonstrate that Abdulshafi and Neimeyer exercised complete control over the finances of 
GRM. In fact, Amed Abdulshafi signed the 8100,000 check made out to the Democratic 
National Committee. 

When the Majority st aff recentl y attempted to depone Mr. Abdulshafi and Mr. Neimeyer 
their attorney invoked the Fifth Amendment on their behalf to substantive question and they 
have refused to provide the Committee with a formal proffer concerning what they know about 
the contribution without a "queen for a day” letter. 


My Chief Counsel, Dick Bennett, has contacted Charles LaBella of the Justice 
Department Campaign Finance Task Forea aad it is my undemanding that the Task Force is oot 
interested in prosecuting these individuals. Accordingly, • grant of immunity by the Committee 
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to Mr. Abdulshafi and Mr. Neimeyer should not interfere with the work of the Justice 
Department. I envision that after Mr. Abdulshafi and Mr. Neimeyer received immunity. 
Committee staff would depose them in a closed setting and that the deposition transcript would 
be shared only with those who had a need to see it and only within the Committee. The 
Committee could then determine, based on their deposition testimony, whether Mr. Abdulshafi 
and Mr. Netmeyer should be askcdto testify in a public hearing. As we have done in the past, 
we would also be happy to share this testimony with the Task Force. 

1 would appreciate knowing your views about immunizing from use the testimony of 
both Mr. Abdulshafi and Mr. Neimeyer by Friday, April 3. 1998 . 1 look forward to hearing from 
you. 



Chairman 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman, 

Ranking Minority Member 
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April 7, 1998 


Craig S. Isooe, Esquire 

Assistant to the Deputy Attorney Otnetml 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

10* street and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear Craig; 


We have discussed in the last few weeks numerous immunity issues, but I am still 
waiting for a definitive response on the Department’s views regarding immunit y for the 
following people, none of whom can be described as major figures in the campaign 
finance investigation; 

1. Kent La - a former business associate of Ted Sipeng 

2. Larry Wong - a fbnner associate of Nora and Gene Lum 

3. Charles Intriago - a Florida fund-raiser engaged in a “conduit** 
payment in 1992 

4. Nancy Lee -an associate of Johnny Chung who has already been given 

immunity in the Chung investigation 
5.. Irene Wu • an associate of Johnny Chung who has already been given 
immunity in the Chung investigation 

6. Tern Bradley - aee below 

7. Yogesh Ghandi 

8. Amed Abdulsfaafi - CEO of Global Resources Management, a foreign- 
funded company which contributed $100,000 to President Clinton's 
50* birthday celebration 

9. Jeffrey Neimeyer- President of Globa] Resources Management, a 
foreign-funded company which contributed $100,000 to President 
Clinton's 50* birthday celebration 

10. Simon Chen - a former associate of Ted Sioeng 

11. Sioeng Fei Man - a former associate of Ted Sioeng 
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In addition, I am still awaiting the Department's position regarding act-of-productkm 
immunity to Mark Middleton, John Huang, Webster Hubbcli and Mark Jintinez. 

Since we submitted the above names, I have spoken with Chuck LaBella 
concerning immunity for Ms. Terri Bradley. As you know from the Federal Election 
Commission's records, Ms. Bradley was a one-time $20,000 conduit for the German* 
national Thomas Kramer in connection with a contribution to the Democxatic Senatorial. 
Campaign Committee in 1993. Kramer ultimately paid a $323,000 fine in connection 
with numerous contributions to Republicans and Democrats alike. Ms. Bradley has 
previously acknowledged being a conduit but has requested immunity from this 
Committee fiv any ftaher testimony. Chuck LaBella indicated to me yesterday that hie 
has no objection to immunity for Ms. Bradley. 

Regarding Kent La, Chuck LaBella and I have agreed on the procedure which can 
be followed Mr. La would initially be immunized with respect to hh deposition . 
testimony which, pursuant So Committee rules, is taken in executive session. A 
designated Justice Department official would then review this testimony prior to Mr. La 
bdngcalled to testify in open session befbrethe full Committee. In the event that the 
Justice Department official is not satisfied with the testimony, it would remain in 
executive session, not so be released at any lime to the public. 

Finally, yesterday Chuck LaBella indicated that he had noted for your review 
those areas of inquiry of Johnny Chung to which he would haveno objection. I am 
extremely anxious to hear of the Department's position onthe Committee calling Johnny 
Chung to testify before it. 


Sincerely, 

jU 

Richard D. Bennett 
Chief Counsel 


cc: Kenneth M. Balfen, Esq. 
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U. S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Ofljp* of tho A wi f 1 AWn c iwy Own! Washington, AC 20X10 

V* 7 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your inquiry regarding the potential 
testimony of Larry Wong before your Committee. You have 
indicated that Mr. Wong has invoked his Fifth Amendment 
privilege, and has refused to testify without immunity. The 
Department of Justice has no objection to the Committee providing 
Mr. Wong with immunity. 

Please contact us if we can be of further assistance in this 
or any other matter. 

sincerely, 



Ann M. Harkins 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 




927 




MNJMM*A.OUMM KWVOM 
J OCMWWMim UMS 
CONST*NCf A. MOMUA MAPYLAAO 
C*R»STCPHin SHAY*. CONNECT ICUr 
SriViN 9CH#P. NEW MEXICO 
OEMYomCN COX. CMJAQMNM 



MANN «. SOUOtR MMM 



ONE HUMOREO FIFTH CONGRESS 

Congress! of tfje Uniteb Stated 

Statute vl Ifcepretfentattoetf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 


April 16, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
United States Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 
1 0th Street and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 
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1 am writing to express my concern about the possible transfer of sensitive guided missile 
technology to the People's Republic of China after a Long March HI rocket exploded in February 
1996 killing six people and destroying a commercial U.S. communications satellite. 

A New York Times editorial published on April 15, 1 998 and related stories in the New 
York Times mentioned that the Justice Department is investigating whether classified technology 
was transferred to China by Loral Space and Communications and Hughes Electronics following 
the failed launch. The editorial questions whether the Administration's relaxation of technology 
transfer barriers is connected to large contributions to the Democratic National Committee by 
those companies and Bernard Schwartz, Chairman and CEO of Loral. 

The Committee has been following this issue and has information that may be helpful to 
your investigation. Liu Chao Ying is the Managing Director of China Aerospace International, 
the company that built the rocket that exploded in 1996. She is the daughter of senior Chinese 
General Liu Huaqing. Johnny Chung, a central figure in the Committee's fund-raising 
investigation, had numerous contacts with Ms. Liu. 

In August 1 996, Chung wrote to Liu, inviting her to visit the United States. Chung said 
that he had arranged meetings for Liu with representatives of Boeing and McDonnell Douglas 
regarding her “interest of purchasing aircraft miscellaneous parts." 

Chung also referred to a meeting between Liu and Israel Sendrovic, Executive Vice 
President of the Federal Reserve Bank in New York City. In August 1 996, Chung brought 
Sendrovic and man named Yat Hung Yiu to the President's birthday celebration in New York. 
Yiu is the president of New Silver Eagle Holdings, a company that wired 580,000 to Chung 
weeks after the birthday event Sendrovic 's son, Barry, worked for New Silver Eagle Holdings. 
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Also in August 1996, Chung escorted representatives of China Aerospace to a meeting 
with officials at the U.S. Securities and Exchange Commission. 

I would like to meet with the appropriate Justice Department staff to receive a briefing on 
these important issues next week. It is my hope that such a discussion would be beneficial to your 
investigation as well as that of the Committee. 



Chairman 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
The Honorable Louis Freeh 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Immigration and Naturalization Service 


Office of the Commissioner 


C.0 7Q3 1653 

425 1 Street WW. 

Washington. DC 20536 

APR 2! 1996 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
U S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D C. 205 1 5-6 1 43 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of March 13. In your letter, you inquired about the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service’s guidelines and rules for “presumed abandonment of a 
permanent residence” and “revoking an individual’s green card due to a prolonged absence from 
the country.” 

There are essentially two aspects to the question about the effect of a resident alien’s 
prolonged absence on his or her right to return to the United States. The first aspect concerns 
whether the resident alien has abandoned his or her status as an alien lawfully admitted for 
permanent residence. The leading precedent decisions are Matter of Huang, 19 I & N Dec. 749 
(B1A 1988) and Matter of Kane, 15 I & N Dec. 258 (BIA 1975). In these cases, the Board of 
Immigration Appeals held that the question of abandonment of permanent residence is, chiefly, a 
question of the person’s intent. If an alien who has been admitted as a permanent resident departs 
the United States intending not to return but, instead, to reside permanently abroad, the alien 
abandons his or her status. The length of the person’s absence is not automatically controlling, 
but can be strong evidence of the person's intent. Departure in order to place oneself beyond the 
jurisdiction of the United States would also be strong evidence of an abandonment of permanent 
resident status. 

The second concerns what the Service can do while the alien remains abroad. An alien 
who has been admitted as a permanent resident retains at least a colorable claim to that status 
until the Service has obtained a final removal order against that person. 8 C.F.R. § I. l(p). 

Before the Service could obtain a removal order against an alien who is abroad, the alien would 
have to return to the United States and apply for admission. The Service would bear the burden 
of proving that the alien abandoned his or her permanent resident status. Matter of Huang, supra. 
We do note that a person who has been abroad for more than 1 year may not use his or her 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Page 2 ' 


alien registration receipt card (Form 1-551) as a travel document. 8 C.F.R. §211. l(aX2). Thus, 
the alien would ordinarily have to apply for a visa as a reluming resident, and would have to 
prove to the satisfaction of the United States consular officer abroad that he or she is still a 
permanent resident. 

If 1 may be of further assistance, please do no hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 



Commissioner 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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U. S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington. D.C. 20530 

April 22, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight Committee 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing in response to your letter of April 7, 1998 
requesting the Department of Justice's position on the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight granting immunity to Kent La. 
As you know, we have met with Dick Bennett, Kenneth Ballen and 
other members of the Majority and Minority staff in an attempt to 
accommodate the Committee's desire to obtain Mr. La's testimony 
and our desire that any action by the Committee not compromise 
the Department's ongoing criminal investigation. In our view, if 
Mr. La were to testify publicly at this time, the Department's 
criminal investigation could in fact be compromised. Even if 
Mr. La were to testify in a closed session, any disclosure or 
leak of that testimony, whether intentional or inadvertent, could 
seriously compromise the investigation and any subsequent 
prosecutions, under the rulings of Kastiaar . North . Poindexter 
and related cases. 

During our discussions with the Committee staff, most 
recently on April 20, 1998, we tried to convey to you that our 
preference would be to avoid any Committee action to immunize 
him. Because of your strong interest in securing his information 
at this time, we nevertheless indicated our willingness not to 
oppose a grant of immunity to Mr. La under certain conditions. 

The Department of Justice, therefore, is willing to withdraw its 
objection to the Committee granting immunity to Mr. La if, and 
only if, it agrees to adhere strictly to the following conditions 
in examining Mr. La. Based on our discussions with Committee 
staff, we understand that these conditions are acceptable to the 
Committee. The conditions that the Committee agrees to follow in 
return for the Department of Justice withdrawing its objection to 
the Committee granting immunity to Mr. La are: 

1. The Committee will take Mr. La's deposition in a closed 
executive session attended only by Mr. La, his counsel, one staff 
member from the Majority, one staff member from the Minority, 
and a court reporter. 
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2. The reporter will make only two copies of the 
deposition transcript. 

3. The Committee staff who took the deposition will be 
provided one copy of the deposition transcript and will maintain 
that copy at a mutually acceptable secure location under 
conditions that assure that only authorized persons may have 
access to the transcript and that no copies of the transcript may 
be made. The only persons authorized to have access to the 
transcript are Members of the Committee, the two staff members 
who took the deposition, and the majority and minority chief 
counsel, if they are not the same persons who took the 
deposition. [The persons described in the preceding sentence are 
hereinafter referred to as "the authorized persons.]" 

4. The authorized persons may not copy the transcript, but 
may take notes, as long as they maintain the notes at the same 
location and under the same conditions as the transcript is 
maintained. The authorized persons may discuss the transcript 
with any other authorized persons, but may not discuss any aspect 
of the substance of the transcript with any other person, 
including Committee staff, other Members of Congress, or the 
public until such time as the Justice Department states that it 
has no objection to public disclosure of the testimony because 
release of the transcript or its contents would not compromise 
the criminal investigation. 

5. The second copy of the transcript will be provided to 
a designated attorney within the Department of Justice, but who 
is not assigned to the Campaign Financing Task Force, who will 
review the transcript to determine if public release of the 
testimony could compromise the Department's ongoing criminal 
investigations. The designated attorney will maintain the 
transcript in a secure location. No Department of Justice 
employee other than the designated attorney will be permitted to 
review the transcript . 

6. The Committee will not present Mr. La's public 
testimony until and unless the Department of Justice attorney has 
made the determination, discussed in No. 5, above, that public 
disclosure of the transcript or its contents would not compromise 
the investigation. 

7. The designated attorney will meet with attorneys and 
investigators conducting the criminal investigation as necessary 
in order to obtain the facts needed to evaluate the transcript. 
The designated attorney will not discuss the transcript or its 
contents with any other employee of the Justice Department, or 
any person other than the two staff members who took Mr. La's 
deposition or the majority and minority chief counsel, until and 
unless the designated attorney has made the determination 
discussed in No. 5, above. 
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We recognize that under 18 U.S.C. § 6005, the Committee has 
the statutory authority to vote to grant immunity to a witness 
regardless of the position of the Justice Department. We 
believe, however, that the terms and conditions set forth above 
will satisfy the Committee's needs while hopefully protecting the 
Justice Department's interest in conducting thorough investi- 
gations and prosecutions that are not subject to Kastigar 
hearings or related challenges. The Department has determined 
that if the Committee were to grant Mr. La immunity under 18 
U.S.C. § 6005 at this time and absent the restrictions outlined 
above, it would clearly compromise the Department's ongoing 
criminal investigation and make it more difficult to obtain 
convictions of any person (s) who might eventually be charged with 
a crime. 


Sincerely yours. 



Mark M Richard 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U. S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


Office of t he Assistant Attorney General Washington. D.C. 20530 

April 22, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr . Chairman : 

This is in response to your inquiry regarding immunity for 
Theresa Bradley. The Department of Justice has no intention of 
seeking to prosecute Ms. Bradley for substantive campaign 
financing violations. The Department strongly opposes the 
Committee extending immunity to Ms. Bradley, however, because 
the Department has determined that if Ms. Bradley were to testify 
to the Committee or its staff, either publicly or in executive 
session, about the matters of concern to the Committee, it could 
seriously compromise several ongoing criminal investigations. 
Although Ms. Bradley would face no adverse legal consequences 
from testifying, her testimony could alert other persons that 
they are subjects of the Department's Campaign Financing Task 
Force's investigation or permit those persons to shape their 
statements to Ms. Bradley's testimony. The Department, 
therefore, believes that by granting Ms. Bradley immunity at 
this time, the Committee would compromise the Department's 
criminal investigation and could help persons who may have 
committed criminal campaign financing offenses avoid successful 
prosecution. 

We will contact you if new circumstances should change the 
Department's position. 


Sincerely, 



Mark M Richard 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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JOHN F. TKRNCY MASSACHUSETTS 


April 24, 1998 


The Honorable Janel Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10 ,b and Pennsylvania Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, 
the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight hereby requests certain records. 

Definitions and Instructions 

1. For the purposes of this subpoena, the word “record” or “records” shall 
include, but shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item 
whether written, typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, 
taped, filmed, graphically portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or 
reproduced, and includes, but is not limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, 
photograph, or video or audio recording, produced or stored in any fashion, including any 
and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, announcements, appointment books, briefing 
materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, computer disks, cover sheets or routing 
cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer printouts, computer tapes, contracts, 
external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, electronic mail (e- 
mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, minutes, notes, 
notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, recordings, 
reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or 
evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any 
other machine readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former 
employees, agents, consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. “Record” or 
“records” shall also include all other records, documents, data and information of a like 
and similar nature not listed above. 
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2. For purposes of this subpoena, the terms “refer” or “relate” and “concerning” 
as to any given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, 
mentions, deals with, or is in any. manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including 
but not limited to records concerning the preparation of other records. 

3. This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations 
of data and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, 
including, but not limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as 
well as any records to which you have access, any records which were formerly in your 
possession, or which you have put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. 
Unless a time period is specifically identified, the subpoena includes all documents to the 
present. 

4. The conjunctions “or” and “and” are to be read interchangeably in the manner 
that gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

5. No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall 
be destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the 
Committee. 

6. If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or 
information has been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, 
documents data or information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, 
loss, deposit or disposal. 

7. When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or 
information as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list 
each record, document, compilation of data or information by date, type, addressee, 
author (and if different, the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated 
or known circulation. Also, indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, 
document, compilation of data or information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity 
of the claim of privilege. 

8. This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of 
data or information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the 
return date shall be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

9. Please provide a printed and, where possible, an electronic version of records. 
Electronic information may be stored on 3 'A inch diskettes in ASCII format In addition, 
please provide the Committee's Minority staff with an identical copy of all records 
provided. 

10. For purposes of this subpoena “White House” refers to any and all 
employees, representatives, officers, contractors, volunteers, interns, agents and/or 
consultants, whether paid or unpaid, of the Executive Office of the President; the 
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President; the Vice-President and his office; the First Lady and her office; the Office of 
National Security Affairs; the National Security Council; and/or the executive branch 
assigned to, or working at the White House, regardless of designation describing their 
service at the White House. 

- II. For purposes of this subpoena, “Democratic National Committee” refers to 
any and all employees, representatives, officers, directors, contractors, volunteers, interns, 
agents and/or consultants, whether paid or unpaid, of the Democratic National 
Committee. 

12. For purposes of this subpoena, “Clinton/Gore *92” and “Clinton/Gore *96” 
refer to any and all employees, representatives, officers, directors, contractors, volunteer, 
interns, agents and/or consultants, whether paid or unpaid, of Clinton/Gore '92 and 
Clinton/Gore ’96, respectively. 


Requested Items 

Please provide the Committee with the following: 

1 . With regard to any investigation conducted by the FBI from January 1992 through the 
present concerning alleged illegal campaign financing activities, including but not 
limited to, prosecutorial memoranda and FBI investigative reports (302’s), relating to 
Gregori Loutchansky, Vadim Rabinovich, Sam Domb, Nordex, Ostex and Alura AG. 



JO*- 

i Burton 
Chairman 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of the Inspector General 


Bv Facsimile and U.S. Mail 

April 29, 1998 

Richard Bennett 
Chief Counsel 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Bennett : 

Thank you in advance for your willingness to meet with members of the 
Department of Justice (DOT) Office of the Inspector General (OIG) team conducting the 
inquiry regarding the handling and dissemination by the FBI of foreign intelligence (FI) 
and foreign counterintelligence (FCI) information related to the ongoing campaign 
finance investigation. We appreciate your cooperation and assistance in our review. 

This letter is to confirm the appointment Special Agent Kim Thomas set up in her 
telephone calls to you and Mr. Ken Ballen on Tuesday, April 28, 1998. As she discussed 
with you, the OIG team members will meet with you, Ms. Barbara Comstok, and Mr. 
Ballen in HGRO office space in the Raybum House Office Building on Wednesday, May 
13 , 1998 , at 10:30 a.m. 

As Special Agent Thomas indicated during her telephone call, the OIG is 
requesting various documents to assist in our inquiry. We recognize that your committee 
may not be able to give us copies of all of the requested documents. Nevertheless, if 
there are any documents for which you can not provide copies, we would appreciate the 
opportunity to at least review such documents at the time of the interview and take notes. 
Our ihitial document request is as follows: 

1 . A list of all briefings relating to the campaign finance investigation given to 
HGRO members or staff since January 1, 1997 by the FBI or DOJ, including a 
listing of the subjects of each, briefing, the names of the persons conducting each 
briefing, and the names of the HGRO members or staff present. 

2. Any documents, notes, or working papers relating to the aforementioned 
briefings, including any documents provided by the briefers in connection with 
such briefings; briefing papers, notes, or outlines provided by the briefers to 
HGRO members or staff; and notes or memoranda prepared by HGRO members 
or staff memorializing such briefings. 
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3. Copies of all requests for documents or information, including subpoenas and 

correspondence, issued by HGRO members or staff to the FBI or DO J seeking 
information relating to the campaign finance investigation, and the subsequent 
submissions provided in response to those requests. 

The security clearances of the OIG team members who will be conducting the 
interview, Leonard E. Bailey and Kimberly A. Thomas, may be confirmed by contacting 
Lorraine Butler, Terrorism and Violent Crime Security Officer, at (202) 514*9871 and 
Doris Vinson, OIG Security Officer, at (202) 616*4508, respectively. 

If you have any questions about these requests or need further information, please 
do not hesitate to contact Leonard Bailey at (202) 514-0379, or Kim Thomas at (202) 
307-1286. 

Again, thank you for your assistance and cooperation in this matter. 

Very truly yours, 

d A- 

Glenn A. Fine 

Director 

Special Investigations and 
Review Unit 


CC: Barbara Comstok 

Chief Investigative Counsel 

U.S. House of Representatives 

Government Reform and Oversight Committee 

KenBallen 

Chief Investigative Counsel 

tl.S. House of Representatives 

Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
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U.S. Department of Justice 


Washington, D.C 20530 

May 1, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to Congressman Sessions 9 questions to the Attorney General at the 
Committee hearing on March 4, 1998 regarding the immigration status of five individuals. 
Although disclosure of this information ordinarily would be prohibited by the Privacy Act, we 
are providing it to the Committee pursuant to its oversight responsibilities. 5 U.S.C. Sec. 552a 
(b) (9). Out of a concern for the privacy interests of those individuals mentioned in these 
documents and the sensitive nature of the information involved, we request that the Committee 
confer with us prior to disseminating any of this material publicly. 

The information you requested is as follows. Maria Hsia and John Huang are United 
States citizens. James Riady is a permanent resident alien. Ted Sioeng and Mochtar Riady are 
foreign nationals who are not permanent resident aliens of the United States. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of additional assistance on this or any 
other matter. 


Sincerely, 

Ann M. Harkins 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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US. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Officeof *e Aarirtut AMoraey Garni 


MuU*ft«.aC 20530 


May 1, 1998 


The Honorable Pete Sessions 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congressman Sessions: 

This is in response to your March 4, 1998 inquiry to the 
Attorney General concerning the Justice Department's knowledge of 
contacts between Maria Hsia and the White House. Unfortunately, 
providing that information could violate Rule 6 (e) of the Federal 
Rules of Criminal Procedure and also compromise the ongoing 
criminal prosecution of Ms. Hsia. We regret that we cannot 
provide you the information that you requested. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of further 
assistance on this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

Ann M. Harkins 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Dan Burton 

v Chairman, Committee on 

Government Reform and Oversight 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight 
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US. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the AMbtm Attorney Geaenl 


M nhbqkm. &C 2030 


May 1, 1998 


The Honorable John L. Mica 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congressman Mica: 

I am writing in response to your March 4, 1998 inquiry to 
the Attorney General as to the number of attorneys and agents 
currently assigned to the Campaign Financing Task Force. There 
are 50 agents (including 6 in Los Angeles and 1 in Little Rock) 
and 25 analysts (18 intelligence research specialists, 

6 financial analysts, and 1 investigative analyst) . There are 
24 attorneys assigned to the matter. 

To date, the grand jury has issued approximately 1400 
subpoenas . 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of further 
assistance on this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

A* Axa/LiuJ 

Ann M. Harkins 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: /The Honorable Dan Burton 
v Chairman, Committee on 

Government Reform and Oversight 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight 
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Ui. DcpartMt of Justice 


Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of S» AMtoMC ABocaqr Omni 


DC20S3C 


May 5, 1998 


The Honorable Christopher Cox 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20S15 

Dear Congressman Cox: 

This is in response to your March 4, 1998 inquiry to the Attorney General regarding what 
actions the Department of State has taken to encourage the Peoples Republic of China (PRC) to 
provide the a ss i s t a n c e the Department of Justice has requested from the PRC in its r«npctpi 
Financing Investigation. We can assure you that the State Department has raised this issue with 
the Chinese at senior levels. We are continuing to work with the State Department in our efforts 
to persuade the PRC to provide the cooperation we have requested. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if 1 may be of further assistance on this or any other 

matter. 


Sincerely yours. 


ccyThe Honorable Dan Burton 

Chairman, Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 


Ann M. Harkins 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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ONE HUMMED FTTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfre fHntteb States 

$ouft of Hcprctftntatftw* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buldmo 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 



May 5, 1998 
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Ms. Doris Meissner 

Immigration and Naturalization Service 

Chester A. Arthur Building 

425 Eye Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20536 

Dear Commissioner Meissner 

As you are aware, the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is 
conducting an investigation of campaign finance abuses and possible violations of law. I am 
writing to request the assistance of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (“INS”) with our 
effort. 


It has come to my attention that, over time, we have requested INS information on a 
number of individuals, and that some of the individuals we seek information on appear in more 
than one request. It has also come to my attention that many of our requests - most of which 
were made several months ago - remain only partially satisfied. As a result, 1 am writing to let 
you know what information is of particular importance to the Committee, and to request that you 
provide such information on an expedited basis. 

We ask that you share with us all information the INS maintains or can obtain on the 
following individuals: 


1) Ted Sioeng; 

2) Sundari Elnitiarta; 

3) Jessica Ebutiarta; 

4) Sandra Elnitiarta; 

5) Yanti Ardi; 

6) Nanny Nitiarta; 

7) Ridwan Dinata; 

8) Didi Kumiawm; 

9) Subandi Tanuwidjaja; 

10) Susanto Tanuwidjaja; 
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Ms. Doris Meissner 
MayS, 1998 
Page 2 • 

1 1 ) Suryanti Tanuwidjaja; 

12) Kent La; 

13) Vinh B. La; and 

14) Sioeng Fei Man. 

We are interested in the following information on each of the aforementioned individuals; 
immigration status; for non-immigrants, all information on the visas they have obtained or 
applied for, entry and exit records; and any additional information contained in the INS* central 
index system, non-immigrant information system, or master index. As you can see, we have 
attached a chart setting forth identifying information we believe will assist in your searches. 
Please provide both the Majority and Minority staffs a copy of any relevant information you find. 
If you cannot find information on one or more individuals, please so indicate to us in writing. 

With respect to Subandi Tanuwidjaja, it appears the INS produced to us an incomplete set 
of documents. From the information you have shared with us thus far, we are unable to 
determine even his immigration status. I would ask that you have your staff review the relevant 
files again and provide to us copies of any additional information they find. 

Finally, as in the case with the materials on Subandi Tanuwidjaja, it is likely we will need 
to request additional or clarifying information relating to the materials you provide to the 
Committee on other individuals. I ask that the INS permit such requests to be made orally by 
Committee staff to the INS through its Office of Congressional Relations or a Department of 
Justice representative. I believe such an arrangement will be the most expedient. 

I appreciate your cooperation on this matter. Please have your staff contact Michael 
Bopp, Senior Investigative Counsel, or Jason Hopfer, Investigative Attorney, at 202/226-2299 to 
coordinate the INS’ response to this request 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Craig Iscoe, Counsel to the Deputy Attorney General 
Allen Eranbaum, Director, Office of Congressional Relations 
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Personal Information 


Name (Alias) 

Ted Sioeng (Sioeng San 
Wong, Hsiung De-Leung) 

Sundari Elnitiarta (San Nio 
NEE) - wife of Ted Sioeng 


Jessica Elnitiarta (Shiet Chen 
NIE) - first daughter of Ted 
Sioeng 

Sandra Elnitiarta (Shiet Tju 
NIE) - second daughter of 
Ted Sioeng 

YantiArdi - sister of Ted 
Sioeng 

Nanny Nitiarta 


-Ridwan Dinata - husband of 
Jessica Elnitiarta 

Didi Kumiawan - husband of 


^identifying Numbers 


Nonresident 


Belize Passport 



Date/Place of Birth 


Indonesia) 


(Indonesia) 




Nonresident 
Indonesian Passport 



Nonresident 
Indonesian Passport 



((China) 


f (Indonesia) 


rnesia) 


?? 


?? 


Sandra Elinitiarta 

Subandi Tanuwidjaja 
husband of Laureen 
Elinitiarta 


Susanto Tanuwidjaja - father 
of Subandi Tanuwidjaja 
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U. S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of (he Assistant Attorney General 


Washington, D.C. 20530 

MAY 8 19^8 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for your letters to the Attorney General, dated 
February 10, 1998 and March 10, 1998, regarding the appointment 
of an independent counsel to investigate Interior Secretary Bruce 
Babbitt’s involvement in the Interior Department’s denial of an 
application to take land into trust in Hudson, Wisconsin, for 
Indian gaining purposes. We apologize for the delay in this 
written response. 

As you know, on February 11, 1998, the Attorney General 
filed an application for the appointment on an independent 
counsel to investigate potential perjury and false statement 
violations by Secretary Babbitt in connection with the Hudson 
casino matter. In her application, the Attorney General proposed 
that the independent counsel’s jurisdiction include any potential 
criminal violations in connection with the underlying casino 
decision that may emerge during the course of the independent 
counsel’s investigation of the perjury and false statement 
allegations, insofar as exploration of those matters is deemed 
necessary to resolve these allegations. In order to avoid any 
interference with the independent counsel, the Justice Department 
will undertake no further criminal investigation of the casino 
decision at this time, but will take appropriate action should 
the independent counsel subsequently refer any aspect of the 
casino matter back to the Justice Department. 

We appreciate your taking the time to detail your concerns 
about the Hudson casino matter. We have forwarded a copy of your 
letter to Independent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce for her 
consideration. We have also forwarded to the Independent Counsel 
a copy of your letter of March 10 and its attachment . 
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Please do not hesitate to contact me if we can be of further 
assistance with regard to this or any other matter. 


Sincerely, 




Ann M. Harkins 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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May 11, 1998 


John CoUingwood 
Assistant Director 

Office of Public and Congressional Affairs 
Federal Bureau of Investigation Headquarters 
Washington, D.C. 20535 

RE: Information Request Relating to the FBI Files Matter 

Dear Mr>06Hingwood: 


Please provide the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight with a 
printout of all requests for copies of previous reports made by the White House to the FBI 
from January, 1993 until November, 1 997. 1 have enclosed a letter dated February 27, 
1998, from Larniy Brener to Richard Bennett to assist you in this request 

If you have any questions, please fed free to contact Senior Investigative Counsel 
Uttam Dhillon at 202/225-5074. Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

AJL 

Richard D. Bennett 

Chief Counsel 
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May 15, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 

United States Deportment of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

10^ Street and Constitution Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20530 

Dear Ms. Reno: 

In tight of the article in today's New York Times concerning Democratic party 
fundraiser Johnny Chung and his ties to the Chinese government, I think it is imperative 
that the investigative staff of this Committee provide information to the Task Force of the 
Justice Department investigating illegal campaign fundraising. I am pleased that a 
meeting at the Justice Department was immediately scheduled today with investigative 
staff of this Committee and Task Force investigators. 

The protocols of this Committee permit the transfer of documents and the 
coordination with law enforcement agencies. That process to assist the efforts of the 
Task Force is reflected in today's meeting. Consistent with the Committee protocols, it is 
my intention at the next meeting of the Committee to seek Committee approval lo 
provide you with all depositions taken by the investigators of this Committee with respect 
to Johnny Chung, China Aerospace Holdings, Co. and related per s ons and entities. 

As you are well aware, Mr. Chung was interviewed by Members of this 
Committee late last year. Investigators have been actively investigating this matter for 
many months in connection with die continuing inquiry of illegal foreign money being 
infiltrated into recent political campaigns. In fact. I wrote to you last month concerning 
the matter in today's New York Times. A copy of my letter is attached The serious 
implications of foreign government involvement in such illegal activity and the serious 
national security implications with respect to the transfer of missile technology should 
concern all Ameri ca ns. 
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Attorney General Reno 
Page Two 


With respect to the matter of Mr. Chung in particular, I very much appreciate your 
cooperation in agreeing that two former employees of Mr. Chung should be immunized 
and compelled to testify before this Committee. Unfortunately, immunity for these two 
witnesses was blocked at a Committee meeting this week on a party line vote. I continue 
to hope that all of my colleagues will reconsider their votes and agree to immunize these 
witnesses. Hopefully, news developments of the past 24 hours will convince all of my 
colleagues on this Committee to recognize the need to move forward with this 
investigation. 

The serious national security implications of foreign government involvement in 
illegal campaign contributions demands all government agencies and all branches of 
government coordinate their efforts to find the truth. The American people have the right 
to know the full facts of this matter. 



i Burton 
Chairman 


Enclosure 

cc: All Members of the Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
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May 19, 1998 

Ms. Doris Meissner 

Immigration and Naturalization Service 
Chester A. Arthur Building 
425 Eye Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20536 


Dear Commissioner Meissner 
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As you are aware, the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is 
conducting an investigation of campaign finance abuses and possible violations of law. I am 
writing to request the assistance of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (“INS”) with our 
effort. 

We ask that you share with us all information the INS maintains or can obtain on the 
following individuals: 



2. Catherine Burda Kramer(wife) 

No further information 


According to information obtained by Committee investigators. Kramer and his wife, 
Catherine Burda Kramer, both German citizens, have been residing in the Miami area since 
1992. 

We are interested in the following information on each of the aforementioned individuals: 
immigration status; for non-immigrants, all information on the visas they have obtained or 
applied for, entry and exit records; and any additional information contained in the INS* centra) 
index system, non-immigrant information system, or master index. Please provide both the 
Majority and Minority staffs a copy of any relevant information you find. If you cannot find 
information on one or more individuals, please so indicate to us in writing. 
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Ms. Doris Meissner 
May 19, 1998 
Page 2 


Finally, it is likely we will need to request additional or clarifying information relating to 
the materials you provide to the Committee on other individuals. I ask that the INS permit such 
requests to be made orally by Committee staff to the INS through its Office of Congressional 
Relations or a Department of Justice representative. I believe such an arrangement will be the 
most expedient. 

I appreciate your cooperation on this matter. Please have your staff contact James 
Wilson, Senior Investigative Counsel, or Kevin Davis, Senior Investigator at 202/226-2299 to 
coordinate the INS* response to this request 


SjScfeiy. — 



Dan Burton 


Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Craig Iscoe, Counsel to the Deputy Attorney General 
Allen Eranbaum, Director, Office of Congressional Relations 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, committee on Government 
Sofora «n4 Oversight 
U.6. Boom of Representative* 

Washington , d.c. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for making your staff available to meet with the 
Department of Justice to discuss information that the Government 
Reform and Oversight Committee has obtained regarding Johnny 
Chung, Loral Space and Communications , and Hughes Electronics. 

We found that meeting, which was held on May 15, to be useful and 
appreciate the Committee providing information to the Department. 
During the meeting, oounsel for the majority and the minority 
inf o rme d ue that the Committee has in its possession a number of 
documents related to these matters, Including transcripts of 
depositions it conducted and documents that it obtained, and that 
during its May 21 seating the comittee would vote on whether to 
release these documents to the Justice Department. 

We have recently learned that the Committee may decide to 
release the documents simultaneously to the public and the 
Department, or first to the public and then to the Department, 
we recognise that the Committee controls the documents that it 
has created or obtained, but ve request that you not release the 
documents to the public until the Justice Department has had an 
opportunity to review them in order to determine whether public 
release of those documents oould reduce their usefulness to the 
Department in conducting its criminal investigation. As you 
know, ve have conducted a substantial investigation of matters 
related to Mr. Chung, so we may already have obtained much of the 
information that you will release, we look forward to reviewing 
the material, however, so that ve can determine if it will assist 
our inquiries. 

Releasing the documents to the public at this -time could 
reveal to potential witnesses the statements that others have 
made about certain events and actions. It has been our 
experience that the more a witness knows about what othars have 
said, or declined to aay, about a particular matter, the more 
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difficult, it is to obtain candid, undistorted statements from 
that witness. In addition, if a witness knows exactly what 
information an investigator has obtained, the witness can tailor 
his or her testimony to be consistent with that information. 

For these reasons, we request that the Committee permit the 
Justice Department to review the documents before the committee 
votes on whether to release them to the public, we will review 
the documents as expeditiously as possible and determine if their 
public release at this time could prejudice our ongoing criminal 
inquiry. If the Committee were to provide the documents to us by 
the close of business today, we could complete our review by the 
close of business on Wednesday, May 27, and thereafter convey to 
you our views on the potential impact of release of these 
materials. We believe that this process will ensure that the 
Justice Department can conduct as effective a criminal 
investigation as possible while permitting the public to obtain 
information that will not impair the information. 

Sincerely, 

fa 

Hark N Richard 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


ec: The Honorable Henry Waxm&n 

Ranking Minority Member 
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May 21. 1998 


Charles GwLaBella, Esquire 
U.S: Department of Justice 
Campaign Finance Task Force 
1001 G Street, N.W. 

Room 310 

Washington, D.C. 20530 
Dear Chuck: 

As in our recent meeting; the Committee on Government Reform and 

Oversight has voted to release various documents and depositions concerning Johnny 
Chung ? s contacts with various Chinese government officials, including Liu Chao Ying of 
China Aerospace International Holdings, Ltd. 

The Committee voted to release those materials to the public pending review by 
the Dep artm ent of Justice. Please contact me at 202/225-5074 by Wednesday, May 27, 
1990 to voice any opposition the Department has to the release of these documents to the 
pubHc. 


Sincerely, 

Richard D. Dennett 
Chief Counsel 


cc: Craig S. lscoe,Esq. 

Kenneth S. Ballen, Esq. 
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(J.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 



Office of the Assistant Anorne> General 


Hkxihingfon. DC 20130 




The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on 

Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in further response to your letters requesting alien 
registration files and other records of the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service. In our letters of November 19, 1997 and 
March 3, 1998, we transmitted more than 1,800 pages of alien 
registration files and related documents for many of the 
individuals listed in your letters. In addition, on May 4, we 
met with Committee staff to discuss INS document issues. We will 
continue to work with your staff to respond to your requests. 

Enclosed please find responsive records for the following 
persons: Subandi Tanuwidjaja (Doc. Nos. 1878 - 1936); Jain -nan 

Huang, aka John Huang (1937 - 1992) ; Yah Lin "Charlie” Trie 
(1993 - 2039F) ; Jose Fanful (2040 - 2182); Sandra Elnitiarta 
(2183 - 2246) ; Arief Wiriadinata (2247 - 2270B) ; Wang Mei Trie 
(2271 - 2299) ; and Jessica Elnitiarta (2305 - 2370) . We have not 
provided copies of medical records, but those records are 
available for Committee staff review at the Department. We also 
have not provided copies of taxpayer information, because the 
disclosure of such information is prohibited by 26 U.S. C. § 6103. 
The public disclosure of the documents we have provided you 
ordinarily would be prohibited by the Privacy Act, but we are 
providing then to the Committee in response to its oversight 
requests. See 5 U.S.C. § 552a(b) (9). Out of a concern for the 
privacy of the individuals mentioned in these documents and the 
sensitive nature of the information involved, we request that the 
Committee confer with us prior to disseminating any of this 
material outside of the Committee. 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 
Page 2 


Please do not hesitate lo contact me if I may provide you 
with additional information. 


Sincerely/ 



Ann M. Harkins 

Acting Assistant Attorney Genera 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member/ Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington. D.C 20530 


MAY 2 2 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
and oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 


Thank you for your letter of March 12, 1998, providing 
documents that may be useful to the members of the Task Force 
working on the John Huang and Maria Hsia investigations. We 
greatly appreciate your sharing these documents with us. 


Sincerely, 




Ann M. Harkins 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
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June 2, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney Genera) 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington. D.C. 20530 

Dear Madame Attorney General: 

On October 22, 1997, this Committee sent a request for documents relating to the 
Mercury Action investigation, 194A-HN-9541 and the Lum investigation, 194A-HN- 10420. On 
December 17, 1997 my staff met with officials from the Justice Department and the FBI to 
discuss document production. Following that meeting, on December 19, a letter was sent to your 
staff summarizing the documents the Justice Department agreed to produce to this Committee 
during the course of that meeting. 

At this time the Committee would like a definite statement from the Justice Department 
as to the completeness of the searches, to date, and assurances the Committee has received aO 
requested documents. 

I am attaching a copy of the December 19, 1997 letter to Craig ]scoe outlining the 
documents the Department agreed to produce to the Committee. In particular, please inform the 
Committee whether there are any memos regarding Mercury Action that were circulated within 
the Department of Justice including those, but not limited to, addressed to Webster Hubbell, 
Phillip Heyraann and Janet Reno. 

In addition, in a document production to this Committee on March 3, 1998, only one side 
of a two-sided document was produced. Despite numerous telephone calls, over the course of 
several months, to Craig Iscoe the complete document has never been produced. The bates 
number for this document begins with number 01864. 

Further, your staff has agreed to provide my staff access to the declination memos relating 
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to the Mercury Action investigation. I would appreciate your staff scheduling these meetings as 
soon as possible with Barbara Comstock at 202/225-5074. 

Thank you for prompt attention to these matters. 



cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 


Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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ONE HUMORED RTIM CONORCSB 

Congress of t^e fHniteb Stated 

£otUt of JReprrtnttatibtf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buumno 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 




December 19, 1997 


VIA FAPftTMTIJR (207) 616-10*0 
Craig Iscoe 

Counselor to the Deputy Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Ave, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Mr. Iscoe: 

I write to summarize the our meeting on Wedneday, December 17. 

At the outset, I want to express the Committee’s surprise to leam that the Department of 
Justice has failed to process any of the the information requested in our October 22, 1997 letter, 
despite repeated assurances that the processing was actively underway. Committee stafThave 
documented several assurances made to them by Justice officials in the Office of Congressional 
Affairs that the document processing was under way and the production of records would be 
made available to the Committee at the earliest time practicable. Obviously, these assurances 
were not accurate. 

As a result of our meeting yesterday, the Department of Justice has committed to provide 
the Committee with all Mercury Action records pertaining or relating to Nora and Eugene Lum; 
including but not limited to video and audio recordings. These files are to be turned over to the 
Committee on a rolling submission to begin immediately. 

In addition, you stated that a prompt search of all FBI field offices in Hawaii, California 
and Oklahoma will be conducted for all information regarding the Lums, the Asian Pacific 
Advisory Council (APAC); including all information regarding the Lums and any activities 
related to the Lums provided by Charles Chidiac, FBI agents and/or any other person. You 
further agreed to provide all records regarding any search warrants issued or denied pertaining to 
the Lums. 

At this time the Committee also requests all Mercury Action files and any information at 
FBI field offices or at the Department of Justice relating to individuals and entities named in its 


I P If 1 If I 
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October 22 letter request. The Committee suggests that an efficient search may begin at the 
offices of the Task Force, since we presume someone there may know something about the Lums 
and their activities. 

Further, you also promised to respond fully to paragraphs 1 and 2 of the Committee's 
October 22 request. 

In addition, the Committee requests copies of: 1 ) the declination letter and all supporting 
documentation, relating thereto, by the United States Attorney in Hawaii whereby it was decided 
not to prosecute Nora and Eugene Lum; 2) the January 13, 1994 declination letter and all 
supporting documentation, relating thereto, by the Office of Public Integrity regarding the Lums; 
and 3) all memos regarding Mercury Action circulated within the Department of Justice, 
including but not limited to those addressed to Webster Hubbell, Phillip Heymann and Janet 
Reno. 


With regard to paragraph 4 of the Committee’s request, you agreed to provide the 
Committee with a written response as to whether the Ron Miller tapes will be provided to the 
Committee. As we have stated in the meeting, and several prior occasions, Ron Miller had 
agreed, before his death, to give us copies of those tapes. Also, as we stated, the Committee has 
written documentation regarding the substance of the telephone calls contained on the tapes. If it 
is determined that the Department of Justice will not provide the tapes, please include an 
explanation of the legal basis for that decision. 

The information we have requested is of critical importance to the Committee’s ongoing 
investigation of the Lums and their activities with regard to possible illegal campaign activities 
and other matters. Please cooperate and provide the requested documents to the Committee in a 
timely manner. 



Chief Investigative Counsel 
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ONE HUNDRED FIFTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje ®nite& States 

^ouar of JUprfSttUatibra 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM ANO OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buildmg 
Washington, DC 20515-4143 



June 2, 1998 


Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear Genera] Reno: 


TOMUMW. C WE OMN M 
■OaWHi.lMSTVtWMM 
mxm a owvM$ *Kn rom 


MW. * KMUOASkl WMStt VMM 
OMYA CONDkT CAUFOMNtt 
C*NW»» WM.ONCV.MCWVONC 



Over two months ago, I sent you the attached letter requesting information on the 
^Department of Justice’s expenditures investigating campaign fundraising allegations and the 
Billy Dale matter. Tcrdate, I have received no response to my inquiry. 


I would a p pr e ci ate your immediate reply by June 3, 1998. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
enclosure 
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ONE HUNOftED FIFTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje (United States 

$ou*r of fttprtfentattort 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20615-6143 


March 31,1998 


Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 


roMuunot Murom* 



During the Government Reform and Oversight Committee's hearing on the 
implementation of the Independent Counsel Statute on December 9-10, 1997, FBI Director Freeh 
was asked what percentage of the FBI budget was being allocated for the campaign finance 
investigation. In a written response dated December 1 7, 1997, the FBI answered that “costs 
readily identifiable to the CAMPCON investigation ... total $3,9 1 03 1 1- 1 '** 


To expand on Director Freeh's response, 1 have the following questions: 


1 . What is the total cost to date of the Justice Department's campaign fundraising 
investigation, including the cost to the FBI and 


2. What was the total cost of the Justice Department’s 1993*1996 investigation into the 
Billy Dale matter? 


I would appreciate your response to this question by April 7, 1998. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Honorable Henry A. Waxroan 


‘Letter to Chairman Burton from John E. Colling wood, 12/17/97. 
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Congress of tfje ®mte& States 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 
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THOMAS M AUCN.UM 
HAROLD I WDA.tBABKC 


June 3, 1998 


Craig S. Iscoe, Esquire 

Assistant to the Deputy Attorney General 

U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

10* Street and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Craig: 

As part of our continuing investigation into illegal campaign finance abuses, staff 
investigators for the Government Reform and Oversight Committee request a briefing so 
as to obtain any pertinent information you may possess with respect to the recent money 
laundering investigation known as “Operation Casablanca.” The Committee is especially 
interested in information relating to Venezuelan banks and bank officers indicted in the 
investigation. A current list of the individuals and entities under indictment is also 
requested. 

Please contact Senior Investigative Counsel James Wilson or Chief Investigator 
Dudley (Butch) Hodgson at (202) 226-2299 if you have any questions regarding this 
request 

Your cooperation with the Committee is greatly appreciated. 

Sincerely, 



Richard D. Bennett 
Chief Counsel 

cc: Kenneth M. B alien. Esq. 
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utetew. *> c. teas 
June 4, 1998 


Honorable Du Burton 
Chairman 

Committ ee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U. S. House afRepreseotativet 
Washington, DC. 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Tltt FBI poses no objectics to your Committee releasing to the Select 

CoooMte on Jmcffigcace, Director Freeh's testimony from the dosed heeridg on March 4, 
1998. 


Sincerely yoora. 


i-i r « —t- - — -» 

JOBDS. V»OHIUgWUWi 

Aarinint Director 
Office of Pubic and 
Concessional Affldrs 



A. Robert Welsh 
Acting Unit Chief 


TOTAL P.02 
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ONE HUNONEDRFTW CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje ©niteb States! 

$ou0t of fttprnfcntattocf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 2051B-6143 



June 5, 1998 


Mr. John Collingwood 
Assistant Director 

Office of Public and Congressional Affairs 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Washington, D.C. 20535 

Dear Mr. Collingwood: 

I write in response to your letter of May 18 t 1998. We have more specifically identified 
documents requested by the Committee as well as additional information to assist the FBI in 
locating these documents. 

1. Any FD-302s for the Lums dated both before and after July 31, 1997. 

2. Any communications between FBI Headquarters and the Oklahoma City or Tulsa field 
offices between 1994 and 1995 regarding the Dims, Dynamic Energy, Michael Brown and illegal 
campaign contributions. [The Committee has been informed by Martin Weber, an agent in the 
Tulsa office who is now retired, that in 1994 or 1995 he received a communication regarding an 
ongoing investigation regarding Gene and Nora Dun, Michael Brown, Dynamic Energy 
resources and illegal campaign contributions. He was instructed to brief the United States 
Attorney in Tulsa, Steve Lewis. He said he was instructed to inform the US Attorney that no 
investigative action was required, the briefing was a courtesy call advising Mr. Lewis that there 
was an ongoing investigation in his district.] 

3. Any interviews of William Stuart Price, which the Committee has previously 
requested. These interviews most likely took place in Oklahoma in either the Tulsa or Oklahoma 
City field offices. Please review your files in order to locate these interviews. The Committee 
also requests all FD-302s of Melinda Yee, which are available. 

4. The letter which was reportedly sent to retired agent, Calvin Uhlig regarding 
disciplinary actions taken against him while an agent at the FBI. This letter reportedly clears him 
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of any wrongdoing while employed at the FBI Please send a copy of this letter and any related 
or supporting documents regarding this disciplinary action. 

5. All documents pertaining to the closed cases regarding Nora Lum, Gene Lum and 
Michael Brown. 

Please provide the Committee these documents by June 16, 1998. If you have any 
questions contact Alkemaxy Leach at 202/225-5074. 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Washington. D.C. 20535 
June 12, 1998 


Richard D. Bennett 
Chief Counsel 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Bennett: 

In response to your letter of May 11, 1998, the FBI is not 
in possession of a computer printout of all requests for copies 
of previous reports made by the White House to the FBI from 
January 1993 to November 1997. We believe that the reference to 
such a printout in the letter from White House Special Counsel, 
Lanny Breuer, attached to your request, is to a printout 
generated in November 1997. The 11/97 printout, a copy of which 
is enclosed, contains an alphabetical listing of approximately 
1,000 requests for copies of previous reports. 

As discussed with the Committee's Senior Investigative 
Counsel, Uttam Dhillon, however, the FBI has recently determined 
that this printout is not complete, due to an error associated 
with the computer database from which the list was generated. 

This error was discovered by manually comparing the 11/97 
printout of “previous report requests" with the printout of the 
entire database from 1993 and 1994 (known as the “master purge 
log") which reflects all types of requests received from the 
White House during those years. As a result of that side-by-side 
comparison of the two lists, the FBI has identified approximately 
100 previous report requests that should have been included on 
the 11/97 printout. 

When advised of the above, Mr. Dhillon stated that the 
Committee would prefer to have the FBI identify the additional 
requests rather than provide a copy of the massive printout of 
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Mr. Richard D. Bennett 


the entire database. Therefore, enclosed are the relevant pages 
from the master purge log with highlighted entries showing the 
additional requests we have identified. Please note, however, 
that should the Committee wish to conduct its own manual 
comparison of the printouts, the FBI previously produced a copy 
of the master purge log to the Committee on August 19, 1996. 

Since the master purge logs were generated in 1993 and 1994, 
the FBI did not have a printout of all White House requests 
received after December 1994 from which to verify the post -1994 
entries on the 11/97 printout. Therefore, we reviewed the paper 
request forms submitted by the White House since 1994 and 
identified six requests for previous reports which also should 
have been included on the 11/97 printout. Copies of those six 
request forms are enclosed. 

I recognize that the FBI records system does not render 
itself to a simple response to your inquiry. We have tried, 
however, to be as thorough and accurate as possible in providing 
this information to the Committee and will, of course, notify the 
Committee if additional White House requests for previous reports 
are identified in the future. If you should have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 


Sincerely yours, 



Jqhn E. Coll j^lgwood 
A&jgistant Director 
Office of Public and 
Congressional Affairs 


Enclosures 
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June 22, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Nanc^ Le e J re n g W lkLag Y W oilfc aqdifott La 

Dear General Reno: 

The House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight will 
consider resolutions this week directing the House General Counsel to apply for orders 
pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §§ 6002 and 6005, immunizing from use in prosecution testimony 
and other information provided by Nancy Lee, Irene Wu, Larry Wong, and Kent La at 
proceedings before or ancillary to the Committee. 

This letter is formal notice under 18 U.S.C. § 6005(b)(3) that the 
Committee may proceed to request such an order. In addition, this letter serves as a 
request that the Department of Justice waive its rights under 1 8 U.S.C. § 6005(c) to 
request a deferral of the district court’s order granting immunity. 

The Department of Justice informed the Committee on April 16, 1998 and 
April 22, 1998 that it had no opposition to the Committee’s grant of immunity to Ms. 
Lee, Ms. Wu, Mr. Wong or Mr. La. In addition, in its letter dated April 22, 1998, the 
Department requested the Committee to follow certain procedures in the deposition of 
Kent La, which the Committee has agreed to follow. 

As you may recall, die Committee passed resolutions immunizing Manlin 
Foung, Joseph Landon, and David Wang on September 24, 1997. In that case, the 
Department informed the Committee by letter dated September 18, 1997, that it did not 
oppose the grants of immunity, and also waived its rights under 18 U.S.C. §§ 6005(bX3) 
and 6005(c). The Committee would appreciate similar cooperation in this case, 
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especially since the Department has already decided that it does not oppose the 
Committee's grant of immunity to Ms. Lee, Ms. Wu, Mr. Wong or Mr. La. 

Please contact the Committee's Chief Counsel, Barbara J. Comstock, or 
the Deputy Counsel and Parliamentarian, David A. Kass, at (202) 225-5074 with any 
questions about this letter. 



Chairman 


ONE HUNDRED FIFTH CONGRESS 



Congress of tfjc tUmteb States! 

$011* e of fteprrttntatibes 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM ANO OVERSIGHT 
2157 Raybunn House Office Builoinq 
Washi noton, DC 20515-6143 



June 25,1998 


Ms. Judy Feigin 
Campaign Finance Task Force 
1001 G Street, NW 
Suite 310 

Washington, D.C. 20001 
Dear Ms. Feigin: 

Pursuant to your request, please find enclosed copies of 38 pictures that the Committee 
on Government Reform a nd Oversight obtained volu ntarily from Patrick Chan of Best Image, 
Monterey Park, California fll. 

Attached is a copy of the letter sent by Mr. Chan to our office. 


Sincerely, 



Investigative Attorney 
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Dear Mr. Jason 

This is all the extra pictures that I have for the even on 

July 22. 1996. 

I have give back all the negative to the DNC after finished 
all the reprint. If you have any question, please let me know & if if you 
don't need those 38 pictures, (8X10) please send it back to ae. Thanks. 
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U.S. Department of Juries 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Wubiagiaa, D. C. 20535 

June 26, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D C. 20515-5143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Enclosed please find the remaining documents from the Mercury Action files 
responsive to the Committee’s request for information concerning certain other individuals and 
entities. Much of this material is raw investigative information. Out of a concern for the privacy 
interests of those individuals mentioned in these documents and the sensitive nature of the 
information involved, we request that the Committee confer with us prior to publicly 
disseminating any of this material. As per our standard practice, redactions have been made to 
this material to protect FBI sources and methods and to protect ongoing investigations where 
appropriate. 


We will continue to review our files for information responsive to the 
Committee's June 5, 1998 request and will notify you when that review is complete. If we can 
be of further assistance to the Committee in this matter, please do not hesitate to contact my 
office at (202) 324-2727. 



Office of Public and Congressional Affairs 


Enclosures 

1 - The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D C. 20515 
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IJ.S. Department of Justice 

Criminal Division 


Office of l he IX* piny Assistant Attorney General 


l»'.n Illusion. D.C. -OS JO 


June 26, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of June 22, 1998, 
informing the Department of Justice that the Committee would soon 
be considering resolutions directing the House General Counsel to 
apply for court orders pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §§ 6002 and 6005 
that would compel Nancy Lee, Irene Wu, Larry Wong, and Kent La to 
testify in proceedings before and ancillary to the Committee. In 
your letter you requested that the Department waive its rights 
under 18 U.S.C. §§ 6005(b)(3) and 6005(c). If the Department 
were to exercise fully its rights under those provisions, the 
four named individuals could not be compelled to testify before 
July 20, 1998. 

The Department of Justice hereby informs the Committee that 
it is waiving its rights under 18 U.S.C. §§ 6005(b) (3) and 6005(c) 
and that it has no objection to the court granting orders 
compelling the testimony of Nancy Lee, Irene Wu, or Larry Wong 
before the Committee. We want to reiterate, however, that we 
remain strongly opposed to the Committee obtaining by a grant of 
immunity the testimony of Mr. La unless it is done in accord with 
the seven points and procedures we articulated in our letter to 
you of April 22, a copy of which is attached. We understand from 
your letter of June 22 that you have agreed to adhere to these 
procedures . 

In order to protect the integrity of the ongoing criminal 
investigation, it may be useful to summarize the seven points and 
to direct the Committee's attention especially to two of them. 

In its April 22 letter, the Department explained that it has 
.concluded that the criminal investigation could be compromised if 
Mr. La were to testify publicly or if his non-public testimony 
were to be disclosed. Accordingly, in return for the 
Department's agreement to withdraw its objection to the Committee 
granting immunity to Mr. La, the Committee agreed that it would 
comply with the procedures set forth in the Department's April 22 
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letter. In accord with these provisions, we understand that the 
Committee will follow a procedure under which Mr. La, at least 
initially, will testify in a closed session attended by only five 
people: Mr. La, his attorney, a staff member from the Majority, a 
staff member from the minority, and a court reporter. In 
addition, under Point No. 6: 

The Committee will not present Mr. La's public testimony 
until and unless the Department of Justice attorney [who 
will review the sealed transcript of the testimony] has made 
the determination discussed in No. 5, above, that public 
disclosure of the transcript or its contents would not 
compromise the investigation. (Point No. 6) (emphasis added) . 

With this process agreed to and in accord with our April 22 
letter, we do not object to the Committee obtaining the testimony 
of Mr. La through a grant of immunity, and waive our rights under 
18 U.S.C. §§ 6005(b)(3) and 6005(c). 

Sincerely, 

Mark M Richard 

Deputy Assistant Attorney General 

Enclosure 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 



980 



noMs Craig Iscoe 

Counsel to the Deputy 
Attorney General 


IBIIMS; Attached is a new latter to replace the one we eent you 
earlier regarding DOJ’s deoision to waive its rights under 18 USC 
Sec. 6005. We are replacing the original letter on the reguest 
of Majority counsel , who intoned us that House Legal Counsel was 
concerned that the Department did not appear to be explicitly 
waiving its Sec. 6005 rights for Kent La. We had intended to 
waive those rights and have made the waiver clear in the attached 
letter. 

The replacement letter is identical to the original one f except 
for additional language that has been inserted after the word 
'immunity* in the final sentence on page 2. The new language is: 
*, and waive our rights under 18 U.8.C. Section [using section 
marks] 6005(b)(3) and 6005(c) Please destroy the letter that 
we sent .earlier today. 

Call me if you have any questions. 

Craig iscoe 

(TOTAL VUXB11 OP PAOBS IHCLPPTIIg THIS $ ) 


VO ICS I (202) 

TSLBPAZ: (202) or (202) 

Per Seeure Pax, call (202) ■■^■■and ask the 

' who answers to enable the seeure Pax machine. 



person 



981 



US. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


OfTk* of Uw Deputy AmintuH Attorney Central Wuhiitpmi, D.C. 20530 


June 26, 1998 


The Honorable Den Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

D.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of June 22, 1998, 
informing the Department of Justice that the Committee would soon 
be considering resolutions directing the House General Couneel to 
apply for court orders pursuant to 18 U.S.C. §S 8002 and 6005 
that would compel Nancy Lee, Irene Wu, Larry Wong, and Kent La to 
testify in proceedings before and ancillary to the Committee. In 
your letter you requested that the Department v&ivo its rights 
under 18 U.9.C. 98 6005(b) (3) and 6005(a). If the Department 
were to exercise fully its rights under those provisions, the 
four named individuals could not be compelled to testify before 
July 20, 1998. 

The Department of Justice hereby Informs the Committee that 
it is waiving its rights under 18 u.s.C. 98 6005(b) (3) and 6005(c) 
and that it has no objection to the court granting orders 
compelling the testimony of Nancy Lee, Irene WU, or Larry Wong 
before the Committee. We want to reiterate, however, that we 
remain strongly opposed to the Committee obtaining by a grant of 
Immunity the testimony of Mr. La unless it is done in accord with 
the seven points and procedures we articulated in our letter to 
you of April 22, a copy of which is attached. We understand from 
your letter of June 22 that you hava agreed to adhere to these 
procedures . 

In order to protect the integrity of the ongoing criminal 
investigation, it may be useful to summarise the seven points and 
to direct the Committee's attention especially to two of them. 

Xn its April 22 letter, the Department explained that it has 
concluded that the criminal investigation could be compromised if 
Mr. La were to testify publicly or if his non-public testimony 
were to be disclosed. Accordingly, in return for the 
Department's agreement to withdraw its objection to the Committee 
granting immunity to Nr. La, the Committee agreed that it would 
comply with the procedures set forth in the Department's April 22 
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latter. In accord with these provisions, we understand that the 
Committee will follow a procedure : under which. Mr. La, at least 
Initially, will testify in a closed session attended by only five 
people: Mr. La, his attorney, a staff member from the Majority, a 
staff member from the minority, and a court reporter. In 
addition, under Point Mo. 6: 

The Committee will not present Mr. La's public testimony 
until, and unless the Department of Justice attorney [who 
will review the sealed transcript of the testimony] has made 
the determination discussed in Mo. 5# above, that public 
disclosure of the transcript or its contents would not 
compromise the investigation. (Point Mo. 6) (emphasis added) . 

With this process agreed to and in accord with our April 22 
letter, we do not object to the Committee obtaining the testimony 
of Mr. La through a -grant of JLmmunity, and waive our right e under 
18 U.S.C. f 9 6005(b)(3) and 6005(c). 

Sincere lu, 

^ 

Mark M Richard 

Deputy Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosure 

ces The Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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U. S. Dcpartmenrdf Justice 
Criminal Division 


Office of the A stiitant Attorney General Washington. D. C. 20530 

April 22, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton, Chairman 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight Committee 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

1 am writing in response to your letter of April 7, 1998 
requesting the Department of Justice's position on the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight granting immunity to Kent La. 
As you know, we have met with Dick Bennett, Kenneth Ballen and 
other members of the Majority and Minority staff in an attempt to 
accommodate the Committee's desire to obtain Mr. La's testimony 
and our desire that any action by the Committee not compromise 
the Department's ongoing criminal investigation. In our view, if 
Mr. La were to testify publicly at this time, the Department's 
criminal investigation could in fact be compromised. Even if 
Mr. La were to testify in a closed session, any disclosure or 
leak of that testimony, whether intentional or inadvertent, could 
seriously compromise the investigation and any subsequent 
prosecutions, under the rulings of Kastioar . North . Poindexter 
and related cases. 

During our discussions with the Committee staff, most 
recently on April 20, 1998, we tried to convey to you that our 
preference would be to avoid any Committee action to immunize 
him. Because of your strong interest in securing his information 
at this time, we nevertheless indicated our willingness not to 
oppose a grant of immunity to Mr. La under certain conditions. 

The Department of Justice, therefore, is willing to withdraw its 
objection to the Committee granting immunity tc Mr. La if, and 
only if, it agrees to adhere strictly to the following conditions 
in examining Mr. La. Based on our discussions with Committee 
staff, we understand that these conditions are acceptable to the 
Committee. The conditions that the Committee agrees to follow in 
return for the Department of Justice withdrawing its objection to 
the Committee granting immunity to Mr. La are: 

1. The Committee will take Mr. La's deposition in a closed 
executive session attended only by Mr. La, his counsel, one staff 
member from the Majority, one staff member from the Minority, 
and a court reporter. 
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2. The reporter will make only two copies of the 
deposition transcript. 

3. The Committee staff who took the deposition will be 
provided one copy of the deposition transcript and will maintain 
that copy at a mutually acceptable secure location under 
conditions that assure that only authorized persons may have 
access to the transcript and that no copies of the transcript may 
be made. The only persons authorized to have access to the 
transcript are Members of the Committee, the two staff members 
who took the deposition, and the majority and minority chief 
counsel, if they are not the same persons who took the 
deposition. [The persons described in the preceding sentence are 
hereinafter referred to as "the authorized persons.]" 

4. The authorized persons may not copy the transcript, but 
may take notes, as long as they maintain the notes at the same 
location and under the same conditions as the transcript is 
maintained. The authorized persons may discuss the transcript 
with any other authorized persons, but may not discuss any aspect 
of the substance of the transcript with any other person, 
including Committee staff, other Members of Congress, or the 
public until such time as the Justice Department states that it 
has no objection to public disclosure of the testimony because 
release of the transcript or its contents would not compromise 
the criminal investigation. 

5. The second copy of the transcript will be provided to 
a designated attorney within the Department of Justice, but who 
is not assigned to the Campaign Financing Task Force, who will 
review the transcript to determine if public release of the 
testimony could compromise the Department's ongoing criminal 
investigations. The designated attorney will maintain the 
transcript in a secure location. No Department of Justice 
employee other than the designated attorney will be permitted to 
review the transcript. 

6. The Committee will not present Mr. La's public 
testimony until and unless the Department of Justice attorney has 
made the determination, discussed in No. 5, above, that public 
disclosure of the transcript or its contents would not compromise 
the investigation. 

7. The designated attorney will meet with attorneys and 
investigators conducting the criminal investigation as necessary 
in order to obtain the facts needed to evaluate the transcript. 
The designated attorney will not discuss the transcript or its 
contents with any other employee of the Justice Department, or 
any person other than the two staff members who took Mr. La's 
deposition or the majority and minority chief counsel, until and 
unless the designated attorney has made the determination 
discussed in No. 5, above. 
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We recognize that under 18 U.S.C. § 6005, the Committee has 
the statutory authority to vote to grant immunity to a witness 
regardless of the position of the Justice Department. We 
believe, however, that the terms and conditions set forth above 
will satisfy the Committee's needs while hopefully protecting the 
Justice Department's interest in conducting thorough investi- 
gations and prosecutions that are not subject to Kastioar 
hearings or related challenges. The Department has determined 
that if the Committee were to grant Mr. La immunity under 18 
U.S.C. § 6005 at this time and absent the restrictions outlined 
above, it would clearly compromise the Department's ongoing 
criminal investigation and make it more difficult to obtain 
convictions of any person(s) who might eventually be charged with 
a crime. 


Sincerely yours, 



Mark M Richard 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 


67 356 1007 
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July 1, 1998 


Craig Iscoe, Esquire 
Counsel to the Deputy Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
Iff* and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D C. 20530 
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Re: Declination Memorandum Relating to Nora and Gene Lum 


Dear Mr. Iscoe: 


Pursuant to the Committee on Government Refonn and Oversight’s oversight 
responsibilities under House Rule X and XI, we have requested for months now that you 
furnish the Committee with access to the Department of Justice's declination 
memorandum relating to Nora and Gene Lum and related investigations. 


As you know, we have made this request several times over the course of our 
investigation and have yet to receive a response from your office. Most recently, this 
week you assured me that you would provide us with an opportunity to review the memos 
as soon as possible. Accordingly, I ask that you provide the Committee access to the 
aforementioned memorandum by the close of business on Monday, July 6, 1998. 

If you or your staff have any questions or concerns in this matter, please contact 
me at (202) 225*5074. I appreciate your attention to this important request. 



cc: The Honorable Janet Reno 

Attorney General 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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July 2, 1998 



Campcon Task Force 
Attn: Gregory Deegan 
1001 G Street, N.W. 

Suite 800 

Washington, D.C. 20001 
Dear Mr. Deegan: 

Enclosed are documents related to the campaign finance investigation released by 
the Committee on December 10, 1997. These documents were forwarded to the 
Department of Justice, along with other documents from the investigation, on the day of 
release. Although Mr. Craig Iscoe at the Justice Department assured us that the 
documents were distributed to the proper investigators at the Campcon Task Force, it has 
come to the Committee’s attention that the Task Force never received die enclosed 
documents. 


The Committee hopes that the enclosed records arc of assistance to you. Should 
you have any questions, or require any further information, please feel free to contact 
Investigative Counsel Kristi Remington at (202) 225*5074. 


Sincerely, 

/Barham J. Con^tock 
Chief Counsel 


Enclosures 


cc: Kenneth M. Ballen 

Charles LaBella 
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July 6, 1998 


Louis J. Freeh, Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

J. Edgar Hoover Building 

9* Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 2053S 

Re: Documents Relating to Pauline Kanchanaiak 


Dear Director Freeh: 

I am writing to request you to produce to the Committee all documents in 
the possession of the FBI that were obtained in die search of the offices of Ban Chang 
International. As you are aware, these documents relate to Pauline Kanchanalak and 
Duangnet (Cronenberg, subjects of the Committee's investigation. Please produce copies 
of these materials, to the extent they do not contain grand jury materials. In the 
alternative, if there is a large quantity of material, please make these records available to 
Committee staff for their review and copying. 

Please produce these records to the Committee as soon as possible. If you 
have any questions about this request, please contact Chief Investigative Counsel Barbara 
J. Comstock at (202) 225-5074. 



Chairman 
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Congress of tfje xHniteb ®tates 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buiunng 
Washington, DO2061S-4143 


July 7, 1998 


Craig Iscoe 

Special Assistant to the 
Deputy Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear Craig: 


This letter follows our telephone conversation of June 25, 1998. At that time, I asked you 
whether the Department of Justice would object to the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight releasing two documents pertaining to Johnny Chung (JCH 1 501 7 and JCH 1 5023). I 
also asked for the Department’s position on this Committee granting immunity to Terri Bradley. 
Please provide an answer to these questions in order that the Committee might take the 
Department’s views into consideration. 





James C. Wilson 
Chief Investigative Counsel 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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Craig Iscoe, Esquire 
Counsel to the Deputy Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
10* and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: RsrfpU»tiQqJ4^ Ngfft G^e Lum 


Dear Mr. Iscoc: 


This is to follow-up on my letter of July 1, 1998 regarding Committee access to 
the Department of Justice’s declination memorandum relating to Nora and Gene Lum and 
related investigations. 


In that letter I asked that you or your staff provide the Committee access to the 
above mentioned documents by the close of business on Monday, July 6, 1998. As you 
know, we have been trying to set up this meeting for months. However, due to your 
cancellation of our meeting this week, we have yet to gain access to these documents. 
Because of this, and the amount of time lapsed since the Committee’s initial request for 
access to these documents, it has become vital that you provide us a date with which to 
review these documents immediately. You assured me we would be able to review these 
documents this week and despite my repeated calls and requests to resolve this matter this 
week, as of 3:30 p.m. today you have failed to honor your commitment to provide these 
documents. This continual delay does not serve our committee or the Justice Department 
well I would appreciate your assurances that you will provide us with access to these 
documents on Monday, July 13, 1998. 

Please call me with any concerns you may have at 225-5074, and thank you for 
your continued attention to this matter. 




US. DepartmeRt of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 



Office of die Ara&anc Attorney General 


Wahmgkm. DC 20S30 


JUly 13, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congressman Burton: 

This is in response to your letter of March 17, 1998. I 
apologize for the delay in our response. 

As you are aware, the Independent Counsel was originally 
appointed, and his jurisdiction has been expanded, based upon 
applications by the Attorney General to the Special Division of 
the U.S. Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit. 

In order to avoid compromising the independence of the 
Independent Counsel, the Attorney General generally has refrained 
from making any comments about the course of the investigation or 
the handling of allegations of misconduct by the Independent 
Counsel. The Department has confirmed, however, that allegations 
of misconduct by the Independent Counsel received by the 
Department have been forwarded to the Office of Professional 
Responsibility. At this time, no final determination has been 
made about whether an OPR investigation will be initiated. 


Please do not hesitate to contact me if we can be of 
assistance in the future. We are sending similar responses to 
the other Members who joined in your letter. 
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July 14, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


via fax 
(202)514-4371 
two (2) pages 


Dear Madam Attorney General: 

Recent news reports have suggested that the Justice Department’s campaign finance task force 
has entered a critical phase in which decisions are being made about whether there is sufficient 
evidence to charge White House or DNC officials. As you know, to date the Justice Department 
has either indicted or reached plea agreements with eight DNC fund-raisers, but has not taken 
action against any DNC or Clinton Administration officials. 

Given that the investigation has reached this important juncture, I believe that the time is right to 
renew my request to you to seek appointment of an Independent Counsel. It has been widely 
reported that the head of the task force is preparing to make recommendations to you about 
charging White House or DNC officials. The decision of whether to prosecute, of course, would 
see you, as an appointee of the President, face a clear conflict of interest 

Over the course of the last year, a great deal of specific information has emerged raising 
questions about the conduct of White House and DNC officials in fund-raising practices. 

► This Committee took sworn testimony from DNC Finance Director Richard Sullivan 
about his concern that Johnny Chung’s money was coming from overseas and that 
Sullivan, as early as the Spring of 1995, raised these concerns with DNC Chairman 
Donald Fowler. However, documents made public by the Committee show that both 
Fowler and Sullivan continued to accept Chung’s contributions and set up meetings with 
White House and Administration officials. 

► Pauline Kanchanalak and her sister-in-law were indicted yesterday for illegal foreign 
contributions to the DNC, but the solicitor of those DNC donations was John Huang, 
whom the President personalty recommended for DNC employment. 
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► In fact, John Huang is the identified solicitor or official DNC contact for almost every 
illegal contribution described in recent Justice Department indictments. Additionally, 
these cover the Buddhist Temple fund-raiser for Vice President Gore and the Charlie 
Trie-Antonio Pan contributions, which the Committee documented last year. 

► Mark Middleton, who was a senior official in the White House chief of staffs office, has 
taken the Fifth. He met regularly at the White House with Charlie Trie and his Macau 
financial backer, Ng Lap Seng (Mr. Wu). 

► The White House and the DNC were putting together fund-raisers where many of the 
people were foreign citizens. The President attended these events along with DNC 
Chairman Fowler and other high-level DNC officials. It has been reported to the 
Committee that at an Asian- American Dinner in May 1996, there was only one person 
other than the President at the head table who spoke English. 

The Independent Counsel Act overcomes the problem of conflicting loyalties. It recognizes that 
an Attorney General cannot credibly make decisions about prosecuting high-level employees or 
appointees of the President who appointed him or her. 

Every indication is that the task force’s investigation has reached the stage where these decisions 
must be made. These decisions will only have credibility in the public mind if they are made by 
a truly independent prosecutor. 

As you recall last fall, FBI Director Louis Freeh urged you to seek appointment of an independ- 
ent counsel for just these reasons. 1 believe he was right then and right now. 

1 urge you to reconsider your previous decisions and move now to apply to the court for 
appointment of an independent counsel. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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July 15, 1998 


Charles G. LaBella, Esq. 

U.S. Department of Justice 
Campaign Contributions Task Force 
1001 G Street, N.W., Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20001 

Re: Immiau^fer wftagags 

Dear Mr. LaBella: 

I am writing to request the opinion of the Department of Justice regarding 
grants of immunity by this Committee to a number of witnesses involved in this 
Committee’s investigation of illegal political contributions. I have raised a number of 
these witnesses with you in the past, but have never gotten a definitive response. None of 
these individuals are major figures in the campaign finance scandal, and a grant of 
immunity to any of them should not be controversial 

Bie Oman Ong and Lucy Jao Ong: Mr. Ong is a former Lippo 
executive who contributed at least $40,000 with his wife, Lucy Jao Ong, during the 1992 
election cycle. Documents indicate that at least $20,000 of this amount were conduit 
contributions. 


Terri Bradley: Ms. Bradley was a secretary for Thomas Kramer, and has 
acted as a conduit contributor at Mr. Kramer’s request. While we have raised Ms. 
Bradley’s name in the past as an immunity candidate, we would again ask for your 
opinion in light of recent investigative developments. 

Jessica Elnitiarta: Ms. Elnitiarta is the daughter of Ted Sioeng, and has 
extensive knowledge regarding Mr. Sioeng’ s activities in the United States and Asia, 
including his political contributions. 

Kweek Wic Lay: Mr. Lay is a former business associate of Ted Sioeng. 
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Simofl Chen: Mr. Chen is the former owner of the International Daily 
News and business associate of Ted Sioeng. 

Charles T. Chiang: We have had a number of discussions about Mr. 
Chiang in the past, but it is our understanding that Mr. Chiang has provided the 
Department with a new, more extensive proffer. We would be interested in learning your 
opinion about immunity for Mr. Chiang in light of this proffer. 

Kimmy L. Young and Nelson F. Young: The Youngs contributed 
$10,000 to the DNC m August 1996. Records indicate that this contribution may be a 
conduit contribution involving Antonio Pan. It is our understanding that the Youngs are 
cooperating with the Department's investigation as well as an FEC investigation. 

Marcelino V. Brotonel; Reynaldo B. Crespo; Ricardo Crespo; Jacob 
DdvaKt; Raymond B. DosRemedios; Richard Esparragoza; David Fried; Manuel 
G. Garcia; Wiliam Gearhart; Leonard J. Keller; Juan M. Ortiz; Gregorio P. 
Narvasaf Robert J. Nowell; Ruth Stella Ramirez; Juan L. Ruiz; Rolando 
Sacramento; Enrique Sanchez; Jennifer C, Seijis: All of these individuals are 
employees of Future Tech and made substantial contributions to Clinton-Gore *96 and 
other political campaigns that appear to be conduit contributions. 

Please contact the Committee's Chief Counsel, Barbara J. Comstock, at 
(202) 225-5074 to schedule a meeting regarding^ potential grant of immunity to these 
individuals. 



DSTBurton 

Chairman 
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The Honorable Louis Freeh 
Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Director Freeh: 

Pursuant to Rale X, clanses 2(b)(1) and 2(b)(2) of the Rules of the House of Re pr esentatives, 
the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is conducting an investigation into political 
firndraising improprieties and possible violations of law. Under these auspices, the Committee will 
be convening a hearing regarding the need for an Independent Counsel in foe campaign finance 
investigation on Thursday, July 30. I am requesting that you appear before the Committee to testify 
at this hearing. 

The hearing will commence at 10d)0 sjjl, in Room 2154 of foe Rayburn House Office 
Building. Please contact the Committee by l2r00Noon, Friday, July 24, to confirm your attendance. 
Please provide 100 copies ofyour written testimony to the Committee by close of business, Tuesday, 
July 28, to the attention of Teresa Austin. 

Under Section 210 of foe Congressional Accountability Act, the House of Rep res e n tatives 
complies with the Americans with Disabilities Act If you are in need of special accommodations 
baaed on disability, please contact Judy McCoy at least four business days prior to foe hearing. 

Please have your staff contact my Chief Counsel, Barbara Comstock, at 202-225-5074, to 
make any necessary arrangements. The Committee looks forward to hearing your testimony. 


Sincerely, 

r 

Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Page 2 


Please have these documents delivered to the Committee’s offices at 2157 Rayburn 
House Office Building. If you have any questions, please have your staff contact ray Chief 
Counsel, Barbara Comstock, at 202-225-5074. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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Sabpena Ducts Tecum 

Rut fiotflp of t he Mousse of l&epteffentatfbea of tf)e 
Congo** of tfje tHndeb folate* of Rmtrica 


To 


Attorney General Janet Rcoo 


You tie hereby commanded to produce the things identified on the attached schedule before the 

full _ . Government Reform and Oversight 

... committee on . 


of the House of Representatives of the United States, of which the Hon. 


Dan Burton 


2157 


Rayburn House Office 


is chairman, by producing such things in Room of foe 

.. Buildiiig , in the city of Washington, an 


at the hour of 


To. 


Judy McCoy or U.S. Marshal’s Service 


to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of foe House of Representatives 
of foe United States, .at foe city of Washington, this 



Chairman. 
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Subpoena Daces Tecum 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
United States Haase of Representatives 


Attorney General Janet Reno 

U.S. Department of Justice 

10* and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. If you have any questions, 
please contact the Committee’s Chief Counsel Barbara J. Comstock at (202) 225*5074. 


Please provide the Committee with the following records. Please redact any 
information in these records subject to Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure. 

! ; 

1. November 1997 memorandum and/or report from FBI Director Louis J. 
Freeh to Attorney General Reno relating to the appointment of an 
Independent Counsel in the campaign finance investigation. 

2. July 1998 memorandum and/or report from Charles G. L&Bella to 

Attorney General Janet Reno relating to die a ppo in tment of an 
Independent Counsel in the campaign finance investigation. 
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Sobpeoa to Testify (Hearing) 

Sutfyotftp of tf>e ^ouKe of &eprtgentatfbe* of t fft 
Cong ttsfi of tfje Wmteto fttate* of Smedca 


Tb Charlaa..Gt. Jafialla 

You are hereby commanded to be and appear before the _iuU_ Committee on 

Goverroneat Reform and Oversight of the House of Representatives 

of the United States, of which the Hnn Dan Burton is chairman, in 

Roam 2134 of the Rayburn Building in the city 

of Washington, on July 30, 1998 f at the hour of 10:00 a.n, 1# 

then and there to testify touching matters of inquiry committed to said Committee; and you 
are not to depart without leave of said Committee. 

Tb Judy lfeCQy,AiLJ?jLSx.llftrshf.)ls Sszsi&SL 

to serve and make return. 


Attest: 



Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the dty of Washington, this 

July. . 19_2S 


Chairman . 

li (Ljju 



Clerk. 




before the Committee on the 

Government Reform and Oversight 
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Subpena to Deadly (Hearing) 

J&p ®utf)odt|> of tfje Hot tit o C 3&epre«entatibe* of tfjc 
Congtetf* of tfje ffimteb frtate* of America 


Th Louis J* Freeh 

You are herety commanded to be and appear before the full Committee on 

Government Reform and Oversight of the House of Representatives 

of the United States, of which the Hon Dan Burton is chairman, in 

Room 2124 of the Rayburn Building in the city 

of Washington, on July 30. 1998 at the hour of lOrOQ a.m. 

then and there to testify touching matters of inquiry committed to said Committee; and you 
are not to depart without leave of said Committee 

7b Judr .McCoy or V,S. Maiahflla..StrYicc 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 
2*th day of July , 19_££ 



Chairman. 



Clerk. 
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July 24, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Burton: 

lam writing regarding the subpoenas you issued today to the Department of Justice. Iam 
concerned not only about your decision to issue the subpoenas but also about the procedure that 
was followed to authorize the issuance of die subpoenas. 

Yesterday, my staff was notified that you intended to schedule a hearing on Attorney 
General Janet Reno’s decision not to appoint an independent counsel to investigate campaign 
fundraising matters. The staff was also notified that you intended to issue a subpoena to the 
Department of Justice for copies of confidential memoranda that were prepared by FBI Director 
Louis Freeh and Charles LaBeUa, the head of DOJ’s campaign task force. When I indicated to 
you dial I would object to the issuance of die subpoena, a meeting of the Committee’s Working 
Group was scheduled for this morning at 9:30 am. 

Rep. Lantos, Rep. Cox, and I attended the Working Group meeting with you this 
morning. The four ofus discussed the subpoenas, but reached no consensus. Realizing that you 
did not have the majority necessary to issue the subpoena, you stated that the Working Group 
would reconvene later near the House floor so that Rep. Hasten - who was managing a bill on 
the floor - could a tt e n d the meeting. 

When the Working Group reconvened, four members (Reps, Burton, Waxman, Hasten 
and Cox) were present Although our Document Protocol requires that “the Working Group 
shall endeavor in good faith to reach consensus,” you did not allow me an opportunity to preaca t 
my concerns to Mr. Hasten or to engage in any meaningful discussion with him. Instead, after 
less than five minutes of cursory discussion, you insisted that a vote be taken. (Ironically, even 
though you had earlier postponed a vote because Mr. Hasten was not present, you proceeded to 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 
July 24, 1998 
Page 2 

take a vote in Mr. Lantos’s absence.) Not surprisingly, I was outvoted three to one. 

Last month, when you were seeking the minority’s support for immunity for four 
witnesses, you stated that “(w]e have offered to make our five-Member working group meet to 
vote on any subpoenas that you oppose, and 1 have pledged to abide by the working group’s 
decisions.’* You also assrad me that “[tjbesc are not cosmetic changes.” Unfortunately, your 
conduct today conflicts with these assur an ces. A process that denies the minority the opport u nity 
to present its views is simply a sham process. 

Not only am I concerned about the procedure that you followed in approving the 
subp oe nas , I also object to the subpoenas thcmsdvca. With regard to foe memorandum written 
by Director Freeh, the issuance of a subpoena violates the earlier agree me n t between the 
Committee end DOJ. Last December, you subpoenaed the Freeh memo, and DOJiefosed to t 
produce it A compromise was reached whereby DOJ and FBI officials briefed us orally about 
the contents of foe document, hut did not produce it Your issuance oft new subpoena conflicts 
with your prior agree m ent to not to subpoena foe document in exchange for DOJ’s agreement to 
provide an oml briefing. 

With regard to the fact-intensive 100-page document drafted by Mr. LaBella, your 
subpoena violates the principle - which has been followed by Administra ti on s of both patties — 
that memoranda that make recommendations regarding poficntiaicmmnal prosecutions are not 
provided to Congress. See, eg .. Memorandum of Charles J. Cooper (Asst Any. Gen’l to 
President Reagan), &g Response to Congrcsaonal Rcqucstsior Information Regarding 
Decisions Made Under the Independent Counsel Act 10 Op. O.L.C. 68, 76 (1986). 

There is a sound basis for respecting this principle. First, disclosure of sensitive 
investigative materials could compromise an on-going criminal investigation. 1 Second, 

Congress should not be influencing or interfering with DOFs prosecutorial decisions. This latter 
factor is particularly relevam in this instance. The Attorney General has not finished reviewing 
the LaBella memo and evaluating whether the information contained in the memo merit s 
criaiiDalprosecutiopsogtheappoiimncrtofan independent counsel Until she makes these 
dc cirio n t, any co n g r es sio nal in t e rvention risk* im properly influencin g her derisions on erinrinal 
jg osccq ticn s. 

At a minimum, prior to the issuance of the subpoena, the Working Group should have 


'Simply redacting grand jury infbnnatkm pursuant to Federal Rule of Criminal 
Procedure 6(e) would not be sufficient The LaBcdla memorandum may weB contain highly 
sensitive investigative information — such as witness interviews, document summaries, 
investigative strategies, And legal theories -.that are not covered by Rule 6(e). 
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offered DOJ and FBI representatives an opportunity to explain their views on why the Freeh and 
LaBella memoranda should not be produced to Congress at this time. Unfortunately, this very 
reasonable suggestion was also rejected at today’s meeting. 



Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 


cc: Members of the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
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U.S. Department of Justice 



Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office u! the Assistant Attorney General Washington . DC. 20530 

July 27, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letter. of July 23, and subpoena of July 24, seeking copies of a 
recent memorandum to the Attorney General from Charles LaBella and a November 1997 
memorandum to*he Attorney General from FBI Director Freeh. 

We would be happy to meet with your staff at their earliest convenience to discuss ways 
to accommodate the Committee’s information needs to the fullest extent that we can, consistent 
with our law enforcement responsibilities. Because of the ongoing criminal investigation into the 
matters that are the subject of the memoranda, we are unable to provide the documents that you 
request at this time. Our position is based principally on the longstanding Department policy of 
declining to provide congressional committees with access to nonpublic information on open law 
enforcement investigations. We will provide to the Committee a detailed statement of our 
position tomorrow. 



cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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July 27, 1998 


Craig Iscoe, Esquire 

Counsel to the Deputy Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
10* Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Mr. Iscoe: 

For the past three weeks, I have been requesting that you provide us with a date 
on which to meet with the appropriate Campaign Finance Task Force officials to discuss 
immunity for a number of witnesses. Several weeks into this process, you indicated that 
the Department needed a specific request listing the Committee’s proposed immunity 
candidates and subject areas of discussion before a meeting would take place. On July 
15, 1998 Chairman Burton wrote to Charles LaBella outlining our request and formally 
inquiring as to the opinion of the Department of Justice regarding the granting of 
immunity to individuals specified in his letter. 

Since that letter, I have informed you on a number of occasions of our interest in 
scheduling a meeting to discuss immunity for numerous witnesses. You have assured me 
that you are working on arranging this meeting, yet we still ~ twelve days later -- have 
not been provided with a date for this meeting. At no time did you indicate Mr. LaBella 
would be leaving the department on a date certain. I was disappointed to learn that this 
meeting was delayed until after Mr. LaBella left his position as Supervising Attorney to 
the task force. 

It is my hope that we can resolve this issue and settle on a meeting date this week. 
Delaying these issues indefinitely does not serve the public well and makes it incredibly 
difficult for the Committee to advance its investigation. 
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Please contact me with any questions or concerns at 225-5074. Thank you for 
your anticipated cooperation, and 1 look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 

j Barbara J. Con&tock 
l Chief Counsel 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Washington, D. C. 20535 

July 27, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D C. 20515-5143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

In response to correspondence from the Committee dated June 5, 1998, enclosed 
please find certain documents responsive to request #4 seeking material related to the 
disciplinary action taken against former Special Agent Calvin Uhlig. Your request also seeks a 
copy of the letter sent to Mr. Uhlig which purportedly clears him of any wrongdoing. Based 
upon the description provided in your letter, the FBI has been unable to locate such a document. 

The FBI has previously produced information responsive to requests # 1 and 5 
with the exception of documents which pertain to Michael Brown. We have identified two 
serials which may be responsive to this request and which will be reviewed and processed for the 
Committee when located. 

As we have advised the Committee with each production, in order to maintain the 
integrity of the ongoing criminal investigations into possible campaign finance abuses, we 
cannot make available information from pending investigative files at this time even though this 
information may be responsive to a request from the Committee. After consulting with the 
Criminal Division, the case agents, and federal prosecutors, the Department of Justice must 
respectfully decline to respond to your request for copies of any June 1997 FD-302 of the Lums, 
copies of FD-302s of Melinda Yee, copies of teletypes between FBI Headquarters and the 
Oklahoma City or Tulsa field offices between 1994 and 1995 regarding the Lums, Dynamic 
Energy, Michael Brown and illegal campaign contributions, or for copies of any interview of 
William Stuart Price. 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 


If we can be of further assistance to the Committee in this matter, please do not 
hesitate to contact my office at (202) 324-2727. 



Office of Public and Congressional Affairs 


Enclosures 

1 - The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D C. 20515 


2 
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Bv Hand 

Mark M. Richard, Esq. 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
Room 21 13 

950 Pennsylvania Avenues, N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Transcript of Kent La Deposition 

Dear Mr. Richard: 

By letter dated April 22, 1998, you set forth certain procedures for the Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight to follow in exchange for the Department of Justice agreeing 
to withdraw its objection to the Committee seeking an order of immunity for Kent La. Two of 
tire procedures were set forth in your letter as follows: 

5. The second copy of the transcript will be provided to a designated attorney 
within the Department of Justice, but who is not assigned to the Campaign Financing 
Task Force, who will review the transcript to determine if public release of the testimony 
could compromise the Department's ongoing criminal investigations. The designated 
attorney will maintain the transcript in a secure location. No Department of Justice 
employee other than the designated attorney will be permitted to review the transcript. 

6. ..The Committee will not present Mr. La' s public testimony until and unless 
the Department of Justice attorney has made the determination, discussed in No. 5, above, 
that public disclosure of the transcript or its contents would not compromise the 
investigation. 

On June 29, 1998, the United States District Court for the District of Columbia issued an 
order immunizing the testimony of, and other information provided to the Committee by, Kent 
La. On July 22 and 23, 1998, Michael Bopp and Ken Ballen of the Committee staff deposed Mr. 
La in Los AngeJes, California. Because you have not told us the identity of the designated 
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Mark M. Richard, Esq. 

July 28. 1998 
Page 2 . 

attorney within the Department of Justice who will review the transcript of Mr. La's deposition. I 
have sent a certified copy of the transcript to you in the attached sealed envelopes. 

As you know, the Committee's work is extremely time sensitive. As such. I ask that, by 
Monday, August 3. 1998, the designated Department of Justice attorney review the transcript and 
inform the Committee of the information, if any, the Department requests not be released. Please 
have the designated attorney contact Michael Bopp at 202/226-2299. Thank you for your 
assistance. 


f \ SinccrcS^ 

S <kt 

Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 

Craig Iscoe, Assistant to the Deputy Attorney General 
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(Office tif tlje Attorney (Srneral 

"Washington.®. (2. 20530 

July 28, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letter of July 23, and subpoena of July 24, seeking copies of a 
recent memorandum to the Attorney General from Charles La Bella and a November 1997 
memorandum to the Attorney General from FBI Director Freeh. You previously requested the 
latter document and, in a joint letter to you of December 8, 1997, wc explained why, as Attorney 
General and FBI Director, we were strongly opposed to releasing the Freeh memorandum to 
Congress. We continue to hold that position regarding the Freeh memorandum, and our 
reasoning applies with even greater force to the La Bella memorandum. As was stated then and 
is discussed below, we are prepared to work with the Committee., as we did in connection with 
the Freeh memorandum, to accommodate legitimate oversight and law enforcement concerns. 

As stated in the Attorney General’s letter to you of December 4, our position is based 
principally on the longstanding Department policy of declining to provide congressional 
committees with access to open law enforcement files. The rationale for this important policy is 
set forth in a 1986 memorandum by Charles J. Cooper, Assistant Attorney General for the Office 
of Legal Counsel during the Reagan Administration, which is quoted at length in the December 4 
letter. Mr. Cooper was not the first to articulate this policy. Indeed, as Mr. Cooper notes in his 
memorandum, over fifty years ago Attorney General Robert H. Jackson informed Congress that: 

It is the position of the Department . . . that all investigative reports are confidential 
documents of the executive department of the Government, to aid in the duty laid upon 
the President by the Constitution to "take care that the Laws be faithfully executed," and 
that congressional or public access to them would not be in the public interest . . . 

40 Op. Att’y Gen. 45, 46 (1941). Moreover, Attorney General Jackson's position was not new. 
His letter cited prior Attorney General letters taking the position that dated back to the beginning 
of the century (i& at 47-48). 

The disclosure of these memoranda could provide a "road map" of the Department’s 
investigation. The documents, or information that they contain, could come into the possession 


1018 


of the targets of the investigation through inadvertence or deliberate act on the part of someone 
having access to them. The investigation could be seriously prejudiced by the revelation of the 
direction of the investigation, information about the evidence that the prosecutors have obtained, 
and assessments of the strengths and weaknesses of various aspects of the investigation. Indeed, 
disclosure of information such as is contained in this report could significantly impede the Task 
Force’s criminal investigation and could conceivably preclude prosecution of some individuals. 
In addition, the reputation of individuals mentioned in a document like this could be severely 
damaged by the public release of information about them, even though the case might ultimately 
not warrant prosecution. As Attorney General Jackson observed: 

Disclosure of the [law enforcement] reports could not do otherwise than seriously 
prejudice law enforcement. Counsel for a defendant or a prospective defendant, could 
have no greater help than to know how much or how little information the Government 
has, and what witnesses or sources of information it can rely upon. This is exactly what 
these reports are intended to contain. 

40 Op. Atfy Gen. 45, 46(1941). 

Mr. Cooper's memorandum also noted that providing a congressional committee with 
confidential details about active criminal investigations would place the Congress in a position to 
exert pressure or attempt to influence the prosecutions of criminal cases. Congress could second- 
guess tactical and strategic decisions, question witness interview schedules, debate conflicting 
internal recommendations, and generally attempt to influence the outcome of the criminal 
investigation. Such a practice would damage law enforcement efforts significantly and shake 
public confidence in the criminal justice system; decisions about the course of a criminal 
investigation must be made without reference to political considerations. As one Justice 
Department official noted, 

the Executive cannot effectively investigate if Congress is, in a sense, a partner in the 
investigation. If a congressional committee is fully apprised of all details of an 
investigation as the investigation proceeds, there is a substantial danger that 
congressional pressures will influence the course of the investigation. 

Memorandum for Edward L. Morgan, Deputy Counsel to the President, from Thomas E. Kauper, 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Re: Submission of Open CID 
Investigation Files 2 (Dec. 19, 1969), quoted in Cooper memorandum, 10 Op. O.L.C. at 76. 

Finally, both memoranda are confidential assessments of the evidence gathered during an 
ongoing criminal investigation and the application of the law to that evidence. Each 
memorandum expresses the author’s personal views and analysis of the law and facts. We 
strongly believe that this Attorney General, and all future Attorneys General, must have the 
benefit of the candid, confidential recommendations of the FBI Director and Department 
attorneys in order to discharge their duties effectively. If those who write such memoranda 


2 
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believe that their advice and recommendations could be disclosed to Congress or the public, they 
will be reluctant to set forth their true views or to make such recommendations at all. 

These concerns are particularly acute since the Attorney General is currently evaluating 
the La Bella memorandum. To provide these documents to Congress could create an unavoidable 
and unacceptable perception that the Congress is seeking to influence law enforcement decisions 
for political reasons. 

We also note, as your subpoena anticipates, that the La Bella memorandum and sections 
of the Freeh memorandum rely heavily on information obtained by the grand jury during the 
criminal investigation which, as you know, we are prohibited from disclosing under Rule 6(e) of 
the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. The Rule 6(e) information in the memoranda is closely 
intertwined with other material. 

We remain committed to seeking to accommodate the Committee’s oversight 
responsibilities and information needs to the fullest extent that we can, consistent with our law 
enforcement responsibilities. We are prepared to make the same accommodation that the 
Committee agreed to last year with respect to the Freeh memorandum and, after the Attorney 
General has completed her evaluation of Mr. La Bella's recommendation, provide a confidential 
briefing on appropriate portions of the La Bella memorandum. 



Attorney General 


Sincerely, 



Louis J. Freeh, Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 


3 
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of tljf Attorney (Sencral 

Sas^ington.B. (JL 20530 


December 4, 1997 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Hr. Chairman: 

This letter responds to your letters to FBI Director Freeh 
and me asking us to provide the Committee with a copy of Director 
Freeh's recent memorandum to me concerning whether I should 
request the appointment of an independent counsel with respect to 
the campaign finance matter. 

The Department of Justice, including the FBI, recognizes 
the Committee's oversight responsibilities in this area and is 
committed to seeking to satisfy the Committee's legitimate needs 
for information. AS| I have done at previous congressional 
hearings, I will explain at the Committee's hearing next week 
my decisions regarding appointment of an independent counsel. 
Because of my responsibility to protect the confidentiality and 
integrity of our ongoing criminal investigation, however, I must 
continue to decline to discuss at congressional hearings the 
evidence developed in our investigation, our investigative 
strategies, the different views expressed within the Department 
concerning the many legal and investigative issues we have been 
considering, or the recommendations I receive regarding issues 
that arise during this investigation. These issues include, of 
course, the question continuously before me concerning whether 
the statutory requirements for appointment of an independent 
counsel have been triggered. 

The memorandum you have requested contains precisely this 
type of information. Director Freeh has expressed to me his 
complete agreement with my judgment that our joint responsibility 
to protect the integrity of ongoing criminal investigations and 
prosecutorial decisionmaking requires that we decline to provide 
the memorandum. In fact. Director Freeh informed me that 
he independently reached the same conclusion before we even 
discussed the matter. 
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Our position is based principally on the longstanding 
Department policy of declining to provide congressional 
committees with access to open lav enforcement files. 

Congress has been respectful of this policy, which has been 
applied consistently during Administrations of both parties. 
Charles J. Cooper, who served as Assistant Attorney General for 
the Office of Legal Counsel during the Reagan Administration, 
explained the rationale for this policy in a comprehensive 
opinion concerning congressional requests for information about 
decisions under the Independent Counsel Act: 

This policy is grounded primarily on the need 
to protect the government's ability to prosecute 
fully and fairly. Attorney General Robert H. Jackson 
articulated the basic position over forty years ago: 

"It is the position of this Department . . • that all 
investigative reports are confidential documents of the 
executive department of the Government, to aid in the 
duty laid upon the President by the Constitution to 
'take care that the Laws be faithfully executed, 1 and 
that congressional or public access to them would not 
be in the public interest. ..." 40 Op. Att'y Gen. 

45, 46 (1941). Similarly, this office has explained 
that "the Executive cannot effectively investigate 
if Congress is, in a sense, a partner in the 
investigation. If a congressional committee is fully 
apprised of all details of an investigation as the 
investigation proceeds, there is a substantial danger 
that congressional pressures will influence the course 
of the investigation." Memorandum for Edvard L. 

Morgan, Deputy Counsel to the President, from Thomas 
E. Kauper, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office 
of Legal Counsel (Dec. 19, 1969). Other grounds for 
objecting to the disclosure of law enforcement files 
include . • . well-founded fears that the perception 
of the integrity, impartiality, and fairness of the 
law enforcement process as a whole will be damaged if 
sensitive material is distributed beyond those persons 
necessarily involved in the investigation and 
prosecution process. 

Memorandum for the Attorney General from Charles J. Cooper, 
Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Ret Response 
&a ConqrtHlonal ugmia £<?r Inforaation Branding Btsiaian* 

■ad. Und.r th« Ind.p.nd.nt Couna.l 8ct. 10 Op. O.L.C. 68, 76 
(1986) ("Coopor Opinion"). 

We have in addition to our immediate concern about 
compromising the ongoing criminal investigation a more general, 
but no less substantial, concern that disclosure of such 
a quintessentially deliberative document "might hamper 
prosecutorial decision-making in future cases* • • • 

- 2 - 


1022 


Employees of the Department would likely be reluctant to express 
candidly their views and recommendations on controversial and 
sensitive matters if those views could be exposed to public 
scrutiny by Congress upon request." Cooper Opinion , 10 Op. 
O.L.C. at 77 (emphasis in original). 

The need to protect the confidentiality and independence 
of an ongoing investigation and our prosecutorial decisionmaking 
is fundamental to the responsibilities Director Freeh and I 
have under the criminal justice system. We must therefore 
respectfully decline your request for the memorandum. I am 
prepared to respond to your questions about my decisions on 
the appointment of an independent counsel to the fullest extent 
I can, consistent with my lav enforcement responsibilities. 


sjjijfer.ly, /\ 

'Janet Reno 
/ Attorney General 




cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 


3 - 
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BERNARD SANDERS VERMONT 
INDEPENDENT 


July 28, 1998 


Eric H. Holder, Jr., Esquire 
Deputy Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
10* and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Mr. Holder: 

I write to memorialize our telephone conversation of today in which you indicated 
that FBI Director Louis J. Freeh, FBI Agent James V. Desamo, and Interim U.S. 

Attorney Charles G. LaBella will appear to testify before the Committee on Government 
Refoim and Oversight on Tuesday, August 4, 1998 at 10:00 a.m. for the Committee’s 
hearings on “The Need for an Independent Counsel in the Campaign Finance 
Investigation.” 

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to call me or Chief 
Counsel Barbara J. Comstock at 225-5074. 

j£-~ 

Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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U. S. Department of Justice 

Criminal Division 


Office of tfu Dcpmry Assistant Attorney General 


Washington, D.C. 20530 


July 30, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

It has been brought to my attention that the Committee is 
considering releasing to the public a series of travelers checks 
related to the case Onitfid $tatgg y. .Charlie T Eifi aryjLAntonjlQ 
Pan . Crim. No. 98-0029. I am writing to request that the checks 
not be released at this time. 

Although the case has been indicted, additional charges with 
possible new co-conspirators are under consideration. Certain 
facts surrounding the travelers checks are under active 
investigation and are crucial to our determination whether 
additional crimes are charged. The FBI is pursuing leads both 
here and abroad. Release of the checks now would inevitably 
compromise our ability to develop new evidence by alerting 
witnesses and conspirators about the nature and direction of the 
investigation. (Indeed, because of these concerns the checks 
have not yet been released to the defendant in the Trie case.) 

We very much appreciate your notifying us about this matter 
and would be happy to meet with you to discuss the issue further. 

Sincerely, 

Mark M Richard 

Deputy Assistant Attorney General 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 

Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
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August 2, 1998 





Mr. Mark Richard 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Mr. Richard: 

1 am in receipt of your letter of July 30, which was faxed to this office on July 31, 1998 at 
5:30 p.m., following a meeting between myself and Attorney General Reno and FBI Director 
Freeh. In this letter, you raise concerns about the Committee's release of documents having to 
do with Charlie Trie and Antonio Pan. 

I was surprised to receive this letter at this late date, as both majority and minority staff 
had raised this issue with the Justice Department weeks ago, and majority staff, at least, had 
received no response until after Congressman Waxman raised this issue at the Friday afternoon 
meeting. What is more, it seemed apparent in the course of my staffs work that this was not an 
area which the Justice Department was aggressively pursuing. My staff learned that the Justice 
Department had not contacted several key witnesses in this area. In fact, a key witness in New 
York does not appear to have been contacted by the Justice Department until Justice Department 
officials were contacted by minority staff from this Committee and alerted to the Committee's 
work in this area. Shortly thereafter. Justice Department investigators went to New York to 
interview this individual, a week after majority committee staff first contacted him. 

With regard to the documents in question, it is not clear to me that public release will 
jeopardize either your investigation or ours. Committee staff has contacted or interviewed most 
of the recipients of these funds in the United States. In discussions with lawyers for the bank in 
question, it was learned that the Justice Department has been unable to obtain information about 
the ultimate source of these funds. Given past experience, it is unlikely that the Justice 
Department or the Congress will receive significant assistance from overseas governments or 
other executive branch agencies in obtaining information outside the United Stales, given the 
lack of commitment from the Clinton Administration to press these matters. 
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Mr. Mark Richard 
Page 2 


Given all of this, it does not seem likely that public release of these documents will alert 
targets of this investigation who have not already been alerted. It also does not appear that this 
area has been a high priority for the Department prior to being alerted to the Committee’s interest 
in it 


This Committee takes seriously its charge to inform the public about abuses of Federal 
campaign laws - particularly the penetration of foreign money into U.S. elections. If you 
continue to believe that these documents should be withheld from the American public, I request 
that you meet with counsel for the Committee on Monday, August 3, 1998, prior to Tuesday’s 
scheduled hearing. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. Please contact my Chief Counsel, Barbara 
Comstock, or Chief Investigative Counsel, James Wilson at 202-225-5074 if you have any 
questions. 



Chairman 
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August 3. 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
10th and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

On May 15, 1998, it was reported that Johnny Chung received $300,000 from Liu 
Chaoying, who is the Managing Director of China Aerospace and the daughter of retired PLA 
General Liu Huaging. It was also reported that Mr. Chung contributed $100,000 of those funds 
to Democratic causes in the summer of 1996. 

Shortly after those facts were revealed by the press, the Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight (the “Committee”) released numerous documents pertaining to Mr. 
Chung’s relationship with Liu Chaoying. In an effort to assist the Justice Department's 
investigation, the Committee offered the Department an opportunity to voice any concerns about 
the release of particular documents. Committee attorneys also met with Justice Department 
officials to discuss the evidence and its implications in detail. The Department asked the 
Committee not to release some of those documents at that time. 

In the intervening two months, the Committee has agreed not to make those documents 
public in an effort to allow the Justice Department the opportunity to follow any leads contained 
therein. However, at this time, there are a number of reasons why the release of the documents 
should no longer be of concern. 

Much of the information regarding Johnny Chung's relationship with Liu Chaoying has 
been reported in the press. For instance, the Department requested that the Committee not 
release lists of guests that Mr. Chung brought to various fund-raisers. It has already been 
reported that Liu Choaying was among these guests. In addition, documents also include 
numerous innocuous items, including business and Christmas cards. 



The Committee went to great lengths to immunize two of Johnny Chung’s employees 
who were also immunized by the Justice Department We plan to call those individuals to testify 
before the Committee in the very near future. Given the seriousness of the allegations that have 
been reported in the press, the Committee attaches great importance to the public’s right to know 
what happened in this instance. 

Absent a more detailed and compelling explanation from the Justice Department as to 
why these documents should not be made public, the Committee plans to use them in its 
upcoming hearing. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. 


<TL 


Chairman 



cc: Craig Iscoe, Esq. 



1029 



US. IWp-f nut rfjmb 

Criminal Division 


IWIWM, AC SOSJ0 


The Honorable Dan Barton 

Chairman, r^wnmittae on Government Refo™ AC'H ! J 

and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Pursuant to the terms of agreement act forth in our April 22, 199* letter, a designated 
attorney within the Department of Justice has reviewed the transcript of the Kant La deposition 
taken in executive session by two Committee staff members. The attorney has couchided that 
release of the transcript and/or public testimony by Mr. La along the lines of his depoation 
testimony would compromise the Department’s ongoing criminal investigation. 

In light of this detennmation, paragraph 6 of the agreement precludes the Committee from 
disclosing the transcript or its contents or presenting Mr. La’s public testimony. Should 
rimxmstanccs with the investigation warrant a change in the designated attorney's position, we 
will notify the Committee pro m ptly. 

I would be hippy to meet with you or your designee to discuss this matter further if you 
believe that a dditional discu s sion would be helpful. 


Sincerely, 

Mark M Richard 

Deputy Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Woman 

TT ■ nl In n * **- A, . V#^ -• 
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Committee on Govenanaat Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
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August 3, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

I am writing in response to the July 28, 1 998 letter from you in which you 
indicated you will not comply with the Committee subpoena served upon you on July 24, 
1998, returnable on July 27, 1998. 1 also write to address issues raised in our meeting 
with you and Director Freeh on July 3 1 , 1998. 

I am disappointed in the letter response of July 28, 1 998. As you know, we have 
subpoenaed the Freeh and La Bella memoranda, both of which reportedly outline the 
strong legal and factual reasons why the appointment of an independent counsel in the 
campaign finance investigation is essential. According to news reports, both of these 
memos from your top two law enforcement officials in charge of this investigation 
indicate you are not following the law in this matter. Our own investigation in this matter 
has led the majority of the members of this committee to the same conclusions. This is a 
very serious issue. 

While you claim that your July 28 letter responds to the Committee’s subpoena, it 
does not This Committee cannot accept a recitation of policy arguments and a 
recapitulation of points made in correspondence many months ago in the place of 
compliance with its subpoena. Furthermore, no privilege claims have been asserted in 
withholding the memoranda. 


Your letter relies heavily on the opinion drafted by Assistant Attorney General 
Charles Cooper. However, as that opinion makes perfectly clear, the only potentially 
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valid ground for refusing to comply with a Congressional subpoena is a claim of 
executive privilege: 

[executive] privilege itself need not be claimed formally vis-a-vis Congress except 
in response to a lawful subpoena; in responding to an informal congressional 
request for information, the Executive Branch is not necessarily bound by the 
limits of executive privilege. 

Memorandum for the Attorney General from Charles J. Cooper, Response to 
Congressional Requests for Information Made Under the Independent Counsel 
Act 10 Op. O.L.C. 68, 75 (1986). 

Your letter cites a number of concerns about providing the subpoenaed documents 
to the Committee. You state in your response that “disclosure of information such as is 
contained in this report could significantly impede the Task Force's criminal 
investigation^]” However, in this case, it appears that your own actions are far more 
prejudicial to the activities of the Task Force. The hopeless conflicts inherent in your 
continued investigation of these matters undermines public confidence in this 
investigation both within and outside of the Department The bureaucratic infighting 
between those who think this would be handled by an outside counsel free of any political 
appointees 1 meddling must certainly have daily impact upon the investigation. 

Both Mr. La Bella's and Mr. Freeh’s memoranda already have been discussed 
extensively in the media. It is particularly troubling that the Department would give the 
media greater access to information the Department claims is sensitive than it would to 
elected Members of Congress charged with oversight responsibilities, Sunday’s 
Washington Post reports additional troubling information which suggests you have not 
followed the appropriate procedures in having Mr. La Bella’s report reviewed under the 
30 day review process for new information. 

Your letter also claims that the Freeh and La Bella memoranda rely heavily on 
grand jury information. First, as you acknowledge, the Committee’s subpoena does not 
call for any grand jury information. Second, in our meeting on July 31, Director Freeh 
stated that 6(e) information was “a very small part” of both memoranda. In addition, you 
yourself, indicated that you have widely disseminated the La Bella memorandum 
throughout the Department, thus, increasing the likelihood that any “road map” to the 
investigation is widely known to many Department officials - including many political 
appointees. 

The Committee is sensitive to the concerns raised in your letter, but this is an 
extraordinary case, and those concerns must yield to this Committee’s legitimate 
oversight role. The Committee has already attempted to accommodate your concerns, 
and for seven months, has withheld from enforcing its earlier subpoena for Mr. Freeh’s 
memorandum. But now, in light of tire fact that Mr. La Bella has reached the same 
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conclusion as Mr. Freeh, this Committee must take action and assert its proper oversight 
functions. 

More important than the issues you have cited is the concern of this Committee, 
and the American people at large, that you have disregarded the advice of your two most 
senior people working on the campaign finance investigation regarding both the facts of 
the case and the interpretation of the Independent Counsel statute. The Independent 
Counsel statute was designed explicitly because the Attorney General was perceived to 
have a potential conflict of interest in matters involving wrongdoing by high-level 
executive officials. In your own testimony supporting the reauthorization of the 
independent counsel statute in May 1993, you quoted Archibald Cox on the importance 
of the statute in order to avoid conflicting loyalties of political appointees: 

The pressure, the divided loyalty, are too much for any man, and as honorable 
and conscientious as any individual might be, the public could never feel entirely 
easy about the vigor and thoroughness with which the investigation was pursued. 
Some outside person is absolutely essential. 

Upon reading that quote, you added, “Now, nearly two decades later, I could not state it 
more clearly, and it is this point that the Act’s critics most often ignore.” Now, it appears 
it is you who is ignoring this guidance. 

It would be inconsistent with Congress’ core oversight responsibilities to simply 
accept your assurances that you have adequately considered the recommendations of 
your advisors without looking beneath the surface of those assurances. Our investigation 
of the Department’s nonfeasance in this case is consistent with Congress’ oversight 
duties. In the past, precisely this kind of oversight has uncovered serious wrongdoing in 
the Department of Justice. 

Moreover, while your letter is concerned with the policy arguments against 
complying with the Committee’s subpoena, it fails to address the numerous precedents 
for the Committee’s action. As I pointed out in our correspondence of December 1997, 
Congressional committees have often demanded and received precisely this type of 
information from the Department of Justice. In your letter to me dated December 8, 

1997, you made the assertion that “pjt is unprecedented for a Congressional committee to 
demand internal decisionmaking memoranda generated during an ongoing criminal 
investigation.” This is simply inaccurate. There are a number of cases where 
Congressional committees have not only demanded, but also received exactly this type of 
information. In cases dating from the 1920s, Congressional committees have demanded 
and received investigative memoranda, records, and other documents relating to open 
investigations. 

In one of the eaxtiestexamples of this type of request, in the Teapot Dome 
scandal, a Congressional committee demanded and received access to a wide range of 
DOJ materials, including prosecutorial memoranda regarding open cases. SoeMcGrain 
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V. Daugherty. 273 US. 135, 151 (1927). A more recent example of similar Justice 
Department compliance with Congressional requests, was in the Iran-Contra matter, 
where the Dep artm e n t furnished investigating committees with DOJ investigative 
materials regarding an open investigation. See Report of the Congressional Com mittee^ 
Investigating the Iran-Contra Affair. H.R. Rep. No. 433 and S. Rep. No. 216, 100th 
Cong., 1st Sess. 310, 317, 314, 317-18, 647 (1987). In the Iran-Contm example, the 
Department even made a number of its top officials, including the Attorney General, 
available for depositions regarding the adequacy of its investigation. These two cares ar 
rep re s ent a tive ofa number of cares, ranging from the Palmer Raids in the 1920$, to the 
Rocky Flats investigation, where Congressional committees have obtained internal 
decisionmaking material from the Department The Committee's present request is 
consistent with these precedents, and this Committee deserves an equal degree of 
compliance with its request 


Therefore, I have considered and rqected all of the objections raised in your letter 
of July 28, 1998. As you have foiled to provide the subpoenaed documents or assert a 
valid claim of privilege, I have recommended that the Committee continue to assert its 
constitutional oversight responsibilities in pursuing these matters. 



r Mi Burton 
Chairman 
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Office of fife JVttontcg (general 

JSastiington, 3EL<£. 20530 


August 4, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 

After reviewing your letter of August 3 and the press statements by members of your staff 
over the weekend, it is clear that the Committee’s primary focus is my decisionmaking on the 
question of the appointment of an independent counsel. That is why I called you this morning 
and requested an opportunity to be heard at the Committee’s hearing. 

In light of your rejection of my request to be beard, let me explain the points I would 
have made had you permitted me to testify this morning. 

1 greatly respect the system of checks and balances that our founding fathers established. 
They wisely assigned each branch of govemment a distinct and limited role. One of Congress’s 
most important roles is to oversee the work of the Executive Branch in order to better carry out 
^legislative duties. Among our most important functions are prosecuting criminals, making 
sure innocent people are not charged, and punishing wrongdoing. 

When there is disagreement between the branches, our task as public servants is to find 
solutions that permit both branches to do their jobs. That is why I offered to testify this morning 
and why Director Freeh and I came up to visit with you last week - to try to reach an 
accommodation with the Committee which allows you to pursue your oversight responsibilities 
while minimizing any interference with our ongoing criminal investigation. 

As you know, the Department of Justice is conducting an investigation into allegations of 
criminal activity surrounding the financing of the 1996 presidential election. That investigation 
has charged 1 1 persons, and is still very much ongoing. We have more leads to run down, more 
evidence to obtain and analyze, and more work to do. More than 120 dedicated prosecutors, 
agents and staff are working on this investigation every day. And many targets, suspects and 
defense lawyers are watching our every move, hoping for clues that will tip them off and help 
them escape the law’s reach. 
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Mr. Chairman, you have demanded that I provide two memoranda to the Committee. 

One was written by Director Freeh last fall, the other by Mr. La Bella and Mr. DeSamo. We have 
reviewed your request very seriously. Our concerns are set forth in the letter Director Freeh and 
I sent to you on July 28. 

Last week. Director Freeh and I again offered an accommodation that we believe protects 
both your oversight role and our prosecutorial responsibilities. We explained that this memo is 
extensive, that I need to review it carefully and thoroughly, apd that when 1 finish my review. I 
may or may not decide to trigger the Independent Counsel Act. The Justice Department is 
willing to provide the leadership of the Committee with a confidential briefing on appropriate 
portions of the La Bella memorandum after I have had an opportunity to evaluate it frilly. in 
approximately three weeks. 

According to Director Freeh, these memoranda offer a road map to confidential, ongoing 
criminal investigations. Even excluding grand jury information — which you are not seeking - 
such documents lay out the thinking, theories and strategies of our prosecutors and investigators, 
and the strengths and weaknesses of our cases. They talk about leads that need further 
investigation, and places where we've reached dead ends. Criminals, targets and defense lawyers 
alike can all agree on one thing — they would love to have a prosecutor’ s plans. 

Mr. La Bella’s memorandum provides an overview of the investigation at this time, I am 
reviewing it with an open mind. If I do make a decision to appoint an independent counsel after 
you have taken an internal memo still under review, how will anyone believe that my decision 
was independent - as the law requires? Indeed, to provide this memorandum to the Committee 
would be a grave disservice to an independent counsel if one were appointed and could 
undermine his or her ability to cany out an effective criminal investigation. 

There are sound public policy reasons as well as law enforcement reasons why we cannot 
provide this document to the Committee. Suppose, for example, a Congressional committee 
wants to stop us from prosecuting someone the committee supports. What’s to stop the 
committee from threatening Department lawyers with contempt, forcing them to produce their 
internal memos and making them public to everyone including the defendant’s legal team? To 
demand the prosecutor’s documents while the case is in progress would irreversibly taint our 
principles of justice and could harm the reputations of innocent people or even place witnesses in 
danger of retaliation. Such policies also would subject every prosecution decision to second* 
guessing and accusations that Congressional pressure affected the Justice Department’s 
decisionmaking. 

Even when conducting vigorous oversight. Congress has respected the principle that law 
enforcement must be free from even the appearance of partisan political tampering. And the 
Justice Department has adhered to this position for the better part of a century, under presidents 
from Teddy Roosevelt to Ronald Reagan-and under FBI Directors from J. Edgar Hoover to 
Louis Freeh. 
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More than 50 years after they were written, I ask you to consider the words of Attorney 
General Robert H. Jackson, who later served on the Supreme Court: 

It is the position of the Department.. :that all investigative reports are confidential 
documents of the executive department of the government to aid in the duty laid upon the 
President by the Constitution to <( take care that the laws be faithfully executed/* and that 
congressional or public access to them would not be in the public interest. 

Twelve years ago, the head of the Justice Department’s Legal Counsel during President 
Reagan's administration, Charles J. Cooper added other concerns, including: 

...well founded fears that the perception of the integrity, impartiality, and fairness of the 
law enforcement process as a whole will be damaged if sensitive material is distributed 
beyond those persons necessarily involved in the investigation and prosecution process. 

I know that you have cited several examples that you believe contradict these 
longstanding opinions. But we have analyzed your examples, and none of them deal with the 
demand you have made: to turn over law enforcement sensitive documents during a pending 
criminal investigation. 

Mr. Chairman, we have worked very hard to respond to Congressional oversight requests. 
Since 1 became Attorney General, I and many other members of this Department have testified 
dozens of times, turned over thousands of documents, answered thousands of letters and 
provided countless briefings on matters large and small. As our campaign finance investigation 
has progressed, we have made every effort and taken extraordinary steps to accommodate your 
Committee's needs while protecting the integrity of the investigation. We have provided 
extensive testimony and briefings, including private briefings this winter about the contents of an 
internal memo by FBI Director Louis Freeh. 

If future Attorneys General know that the innermost thinking behind their toughest law 
enforcement decisions will become fodder for partisan debate, then we risk creating a Justice 
Department and an FBI that tacks to political winds instead of following the facts and the law 
wherever they lead. If future law enforcement professionals cannot provide advice that is candid 
and confidential, we will have a government of “yes" men who advocate what is popular instead 
of what is right. And if future Congresses can poll the Attorney General's advisors or line 
attorneys in order to ferret out and promote opinions they approve of, then every controversial 
law enforcement decision will be tainted in the public’s eyes. All of these concerns are most 
acute when Congress demands information and seeks to pressure me on a sensitive law 
enforcement matter that 1 have not yet made. 
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Given the importance of this matter I would appreciate your including this letter in the 
hearing record. Thank you. 



cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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Augusts, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

As you know, I wrote to you on August 3, 1998, rejecting your objections to 
complying with the Committee’s subpoena of July 24, 1998. I am writing to inform you 
that yesterday, the Committee adopted my.letter of August 3 as its official position. 

As the full Committee has now rejected all of your objections, 1 again urge you to 
comply with the Committee’s subpoena. As I have explained previously, you have never 
raised any legally adequate basis for refusing to comply with the subpoena. All of your 
correspondence, including your letter of August 4, 1998, which was read into yesterday’s 
hearing record by Representative Lantos, has raised a number of policy objections, all of 
which the Committee has now considered and rejected. 

We are currently scheduled to consider the contempt citation against you in the 
Committee tomorrow. I hereby direct you to produce the subpoenaed documents before 
10:00 a.m. tomorrow, at which time the Committee will consider the resolution. 



Chairman 
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August 13, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

I write to correct a misimpression that you and your staff appear to be laboring under. In 
conjunction with Representative Waxman, you suggest that the subpoena sent by the Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight to obtain die Freeh and La Bella memoranda is directed at 
forcing you to appoint an Independent Counsel for campaign finance-related scandals. While it 
is certainly true that I have said on many occasions that I believe an Independent Counsel should 
be appointed, it is also true that I and a majority of the members of this Committee have serious 
concerns over your handling of this matter and issued the subpoena in order to review the 
memoranda of the two top officials who have recommended an Independent Counsel. Evidence 
is mounting that suggests your decisionmaking is subject either to unacceptable political 
considerations, or serious misreading of the law for inexplicable reasons. Therefore, it is 
incumbent on this Committee - following its mandate to conduct oversight of your agency - to 
investigate the Department of Justice's response to campaign finance crimes committed in the 
last two Presidential election cycles. 

Because it appears that the Department's campaign finance decisionmaking has been 
deeply flawed, I have legitimate concerns that Congress should examine the decisionmaking 
process. With this in mind, the only way to determine whether an Attorney General has behaved 
improperly with respect to declining to appoint an Independent Counsel - or in declining to 
prosecute any case - is to evaluate the underlying deliberative memoranda and compare them 
with the final decision. There is simply no other way for Congress to perform its legitimate 
oversight role when it is addressing an issue of potential malfeasance. 
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In the campaign finance investigation, I have balanced your concerns — and those of the 
Director of the FBI and Mr. La Bella - against the oversight requirement that Congress be 
satisfied that the Department of Justice is being administered properly and that all matters are 
being decided free from inappropriate considerations. Proper administration of the law is die 
paramount concern of Congress, and in situations where it appears that there is misfeasance at 
the Department of Justice, Congress must step in. The following art a few examples that have 
ted to my concern: 

► In April, 1 998, this Committee held hearings on conduit contributions made by the Castro 

family of Venezuela. In the course of our investigation, it became clear that a case 
supported by the New York District Attorney’s office and individuals in the U.S. 
Attorneys office in Miami was taken over by your Public Integrity Section in Washington, 
D.C. Notwithstanding documentary evidence that a high-level Democratic contributor 
was involved in unlawful conduct in the 1992 election cycle, the De par tment failed to 
take action. Prosecutors from die Manhattan District Attorney’s office testified that they 
were so frustrated with the Department’s inaction that they even considered taking die 
Castro case back to prosecute it themselves. When your Department cannot bring a 
simple case such as the Castro/Intriago case, how can the public have confidence that 
complex cases will be handled appropriately? Furthermore, the prosecutor who failed to 
follow up on tiiis case is Lee Radek, the bead of the Public Integrity Section and 
reportedly an opponent of the appointment of an Independent Counsel. An exchange 
from this Committee’s April, 1998, hearing between a Committee counsel and a 
prosecutor from the Manhattan District Attorney’s office provides a clear example of the 
type of conduct that raises questions regarding the Department’s ability to supervise the 
campaign finance cases: 

Q: Now, Mr. Preiss, did you try and have a conversation with Mr. Radek? 

A: Yes. 

Q: What was the result? 

A: I was not put through to him. 

Q: Now it’s my understanding — correct me if I’m wrong — that you were told that 

Mr. Radek would not speak to anyone unless they had a referral number for the 
case, correct? 

A: That’s correct 

Q: And do you know whether Mr. Castro’s lawyer had such a referral number? 

A: If he did, be didn’t give it to me. 

Q: Did anybody ever give you a referral number for this case? 

A: No, I don’t think we were ever given a referral number. I don’t dunk anybody had 

a referral number. Maybe there was a referral number inside the Department of 
Justice, but, again I wouldn’t be privy to that, so 1 don’t know. 

Q: Right, but Mr. Castro’s attorney was not an employee of the Department of 

Justice, so he had the same status as you. 

A: No he was not an employee of the Depart m ent of Justice. 


2 
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Q: Okay. And I don't know whether this is a question you can answerer not, but 

were you concerned at the time that Mr. Castro's attorney was given more 
attentive treatment at the highest levels of the Department of Justice than you? 

A: Well, I thought at the time, I think I said in the conversation that 1 couldn't 

understand why the defense attorney's phone call could be taken the day before, 
but mine couln’t be and 1 was the prosecutor and he was the defense lawyer. I 
think that’s what 1 said to the person who answered die phone. See Attachment A. 

Given the clear problems associated with the failure at the Department to investigate 
Orlando Castro Llanes and Charles Intriago, I request that you make Assistant United 
States Attorney Richard Giegorie available to be interviewed by staff from this 
Committee. It is my belief feat Mr. Giegorie will be able to shed some light on fee facts 
known to fee Department prior to the Public Integrity Section’s decision to refrain from 
prosecuting this case. 

► I believe that you attempted to mislead this Committee on at least one occasion. In a 
letter dated December 8, 1997, you stated: It is unprecedented for a Congressional 
Committee to demand internal decisionmaking memoranda generated during an ongoing 
criminal investigation.’* See Attachment B. This false statement has been used publicly 
by Department of Justice spokespersons to discredit this Committee and make fee current 
request for the La Bella and Freeh memoranda - and the previous request for. fee Freeh 
memorandum - seem unprecedented. Director Freeh testified on August 4, 1998, that 
there were examples of Congress asking for such memoranda and that this action was not 
unprecedented, but you have refused — even though this matter has been pointed out to 
your staff — to amend your rep rese ntation. I believe there is no excuse to mislead 
Congress in search of a good soundbite, and it is troubling feat such basic matters are 
subject to mi s repres e ntation. 

► One of your principal advisers has stated in official correspondence that: u We have 
concluded that the officials of fee Clinton/Gore 1996 Reelection Campaign against whom 
allegations have been made [Terry McAuliffe and Laura HartiganJ are not “covered 
persons” within the meaning of the Independent Counsel Act” See Attachment C - 
Letter from Lee J. Radek to Bradley T. Raymond, November 4, 1997. In a letter drafted 
(ess than four months later. Assistant Attorney General Andrew Fois took the following 
position: "DNC officials are not covered by the Act ... In contrast, the chairman and 
treasurer of the presidential campaign committee arc covered.” See Attachment D — 
Letter from Assistant A ttomey General Andrew Fois to The Honorable Michael Pappas, 
February 25, 1998. This conflicting interpretation raises grave concerns regarding the 
direction of fee Campaign Task Force at the Department of Justice. 

► Mr. Radek made fee following statement on July 6, 1997: “Institutionally, the 
Independent Counsel statute is an insult It’s a clear enunciation by fee legislative branch 
that we cannot be trusted on certain species of cases ” See Attachment E ~ Lee A. Radek, 
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The New York Times Magazine, July 6, 1997. Given Lee Radek’s election to use the 
power and place of his office to belittle the Independent Counsel statute* it is hard to 
avoid the conclusion that the reason he feels no need to speak with die Director of the FBI 
and Charles La Bella about the La Bella memorandum is that his heart is not in enforcing 
the law. As Mr. La Bella and Director Freeh testified in our August 4, 1 998* hearing* Mr. 
Radek is one of your key advisers on the Independent Counsel nutter. 

► In his testimony on August 4, 1 998, Director Freeh stated that his memorandum makes 
the point that there has been an inconsistent application of the Independent Counsel 
statute. This is a matter of serious concern to this Committee, and the American people 
have the right to know whether you are treating all cases before you in an evenhanded 
manner. Again, even if you were to appoint an Independent Counsel tomorrow, that 
would not change the fact that you may have failed to act in an evenhanded manner. This 
Committee has a right to be informed of Mr. Freeh’s concerns, and to come to its own 
conclusion as to whether this case has been handled appropriately. 

► The testimony of both Mr. La Bella and Director Freeh made it very clear that both 
thought that the mandatory provision of the Independent Counsel statute had been 
triggered. Furthermore, they both indicated that you had foiled to talk to Mr. La Bella 
about his own memorandum, that Director Freeh had not been asked for his views on the 
La Bella memorandum, that La Bella, Freeh and James Desamo had not been included in 
anv meetings about the La Bella memorandum,'and that Lee Radek has asked neither La 

. Bella nor Freeh for their views on the La Bella memorandum. Given Mr. Radek’s 
conclusion that senior members of the Clinton/Gore 1996 campaign were not covered by 
the Independent Counsel statute, and given his failure to act in the Intriago investigation, 
it is of concern that he did not seek to have an exchange with Mr. La Bella. This raises 
the question of whether your advisers are taking Mr. La Bella’s arguments seriously. 

I find it extraordinary that both you and Mr. Radek foiled to obtain the input of Mr. La 
Bella and Director Freeh as soon as the La Bella memorandum was distributed. 

Testifying last week, Mr. La Bella indicated the first thing he would do if he were looking 
at this case would be to Iglk to him {La Bella], and the second thing he would do would 
be to read the memorandum that he wrote. 

► Mr. La Bella explained that he originally made three copies of his memorandum, and that 
he is now aware of nine additional copies having been made. Regardless of the extremely 
limited number of copies, The Wall Street Journal and the The Washington Post appear to 
be privy to confidential information contained in the La Bella memorandum. You, 
however, have foiled to make a single statement about the damage done by your own 
Department You speculate that the information that would be provided to the 
Committee members would be injurious to the investigation, while at the same time The 
Wall Street Journal discusses the focus of the La Bella memorandum on Harold Ickes. 
Director Freeh complimented foe members of this Committee “on foe way in which fwe 
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have] handled very sensitive information, including briefings, which [included] classified 
materials.” Based on recent leaks of sensitive information from your Dep art men t , it 
appears that you have more to be concerned about within your own house than within 
Congress. 


► At our meeting on July 28, ] 998, you asked for additional time to consider the La Bella 
memorandum. I was certainly concerned by what I perceived to be yet another delaying 
tactic. Upon reflection, however, I am concerned that you are attempting to avoid your 
legal obligation under die Independent Counsel statute. The statute requires that you 
determine whether there are grounds to investigate within 30 days of receiving specific 
information from a credible source. Mr. La Bella’s information seems to fit that 
description. However, die thirty day review period does not seem to have been triggered 
until only recently if last week’s news reports are accurate. Again, this is a matter of 
concern. 

Given Mr. Freeh’s clear testimony that he was able to understand the points made in the 
La Bella memorandum, and given the clear testimony that La Bella, Freeh and Desamo 
have not even been consulted, these dilatory tactics are troublesome. 

► Your recently-departed Deputy Chief of Staff, Kent Markus, was Chief of Staff at the 
Democratic National Committee at a time during which some of the conduct under 
investigation occurred. Has Mr. Markus been privy to any discussion or decisionmaking 
pertaining to any of the matters related to the Campaign Task Force’s deliberations? 
Given the possible proximity of this individual to the deliberative process involving the 
refusal to appoint an Independent Counsel, 1 am concerned that you are oblivious to the 
appearance of conflict of interest that is fire fundamental rationale for the Independent 
Counsel statute. 

► Given your reliance on advice not to appoint an Independent Counsel, 1 am concerned 
that the advisers on whom you rely now have a vested interest in the status quo. Given 
the importance of this matter, it is human nature that your advisers would be reluctant to 
have an Independent Counsel review their work product and come to different 
conclusions. That you would allow those under you to be placed in this position is 
another troubling aspect of this investigation. 

► It should not be forgotten that for much of your professional career you have been an 
elected Democratic politician, and your recent conduct raises a number of issues. On foe 
morning of Tuesday, August 4, 1998, you informed me that you would like an 
opportunity to testify at the scheduled hearing. Aside from foe fact that you had many 
days to make this request and only provided 15 minutes notice, it appears that you 
discussed this request with Minority members prior to making foe request of foe 
Chairman of the Committee. It also appears that the media were contacted prior to your 
telephone call to me. Folk) wing this chain of events, you provided a lengthy letter to foe 
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Minority to be read into the record. This letter was never transmitted directly from the 
Department of Justice to either myself or to any other Majority member, and given the 
length and complexity of the letter, it does not appear that it was drafted after your 
telephone conversation with me, but rather before. 

Suffice it to say that something appears to be very wrong at the Department of Justice. 
Last week, at a press conference, you made the following statement "The Department cannot do 
its duty if it is subjected to a process that can only shake public confidence in our ability to make 
law enforcement decisions free from political pressure.” This sounds perilously dose to an 
argument that you are above the law and that you are above scrutiny. As has been observed by 
many across the ideological spectrum, it is you who has politicized this process by failing to 
understand the obvious conflicts inherent in investigating your own boss. It is precisely this type 
of situation that resulted in the original push for an Independent Counsel statute. 

For this reason, my request for the Freeh and La Bella memoranda is directed at coming 
to an informed conclusion as to whether there should be additional scrutiny of conduct at the 
Department of Justice regarding its perf o rmance during the campaign finance investigation. 



Sincerely, 


a* 

Dan Burton 
Chairman 



cc: Hon. Henry A. Waxman 
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after the case was taken fronr'the Florida prosecutors and lodged 
at the Department of Justice. Is that correct? 

Mr. Preiss. That’s correct. That’s what Mr. Castro’s lawyer told 

Mr. Wilson. And we’re speaking of Mr. Lee Radek, who is the 
head of the Public Integrity Section. 

Mr. Preiss. That’s who he told me he spoke to. 

Mr. Wilson. Now, Mr. Preiss, did you try and have a conversa- 
tion with Mr. Radek? 

Mr. Preiss. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. What was the result? 

Mr. Preiss. I was not put through to him. 

Mr. Wilson. Now it’s my understanding— correct me if rm 
wrong — that you were told that Mr. Radek would not speak to any- 
one unless they had a referral number for the case, correct? 

Mr. Preiss. That’s correct. 

Mr. Wilson. And do you know whether Mr. Castro’s lawyer had 
such a referral number? 

Mr. Preiss. If he did, he didn’t give it to me. 

Mr. Wilson. Did anybody ever give you a referral number for 
this case? 

Mr. Preiss. No, I don’t think we were ever given a referral num- 
ber. I don’t think anybody had a referral number. Maybe there was 
a referral number inside the Department of Justice, but, again, I 
wouldn’t be privy to that, so I don’t know. 

Mr. WILSON. Right, but Mr. Castro’s attorney was not an em- 
ployee of the Department of Justice, so he had the same status as 
you. 

Mr. Preiss. No, he was not an employee of the Department of 
Justice. 

Mr. Wilson. OK. And I don’t know whether this is a question 

S iu can answer or not, but were you concerned at the time that 
r. Castro’s attorney was given more attentive treatment at the 
highest levels of the Department of Justice than you? 

Mr. Preiss. Well, I thought that. At the time, I think I said in 
the conversation that I couldn’t understand why the defense attor- 
ney's phone call could be taken the day before, but mine couldn’t 
be, and I was the prosecutor and he was the defense lawyer. I 
think that’s what 1 said to the person who answered the phone. 

Mr. Wilson. Fair enough; I think that speaks for itself. I’ll finish 
my first 20 minutes now with one other question. Mr. Preiss, or 
Mr. Dawson, do you know whether any of the Castro family attor- 
neys — and bear in mind for anybody watching today that there 
were three Castro family members who were under investigation 
and ultimately convicted— do you know whether any of the Castro 
family attorneys, such as Judge Tyler in New York, were given 
meetings at the Department of Justice prior to the decision to drop 
the case? 

Mr. Dawson. That is a very difficult question to answer depend- 
ing on how you limit the time. Are you talking hack in 1988, 1990, 
1992, or are you taUting between the time of the conviction and the 
time of the sentencing? 

Mr. WILSON. Actually, just limit it from the time of the conviction 
until the time Mr. Radek wrote a letter addressed to Mr. Preiss. 
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Qpfficc of tljc Attornfjj (general 
lflasljington. B. (3. 20530 

December $, 199? 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 
pear Hr. Chairman: 

We are writing in response to your December 5th letter and 
subpoenas seeking a copy of the Director's recent memorandum to 
the Attorney General. The memorandum expresses the Director's 
views about whether the Attorney General should request the 
appointment of an independent counsel and about other matters 
relating to the pending campaign finance investigation. 

We remain quite concerned that releasing the Director's 
memorandum to congress would compromise the Department's ability 
to discharge its responsibilities for the fair administration of 
justice. As a general matter# we feel strongly that the Attorney 
General's decisionmaking on prosecutorial matters must have the 
benefit of candid and confidential advice and recommendations 
from the Director and other Department officials and employees. 
Wore specifically, we believe that both the integrity of the 
criminal justice process and the Government's ability to prevail 
in particular prosecutions could be threatened by acceding to 
the Committee's demand. 

Public and judicial confidence in the criminal justice 
process would be undermined by congressional intrusion Into an 
ongoing criminal investigation. Access to tha confidential 
details of an ongoing investigation would place Members of 
Congress in a position to exert pressure or attempt to influence 
the prosecution of speciric cases# irreparably damaging 
enforcement efforts. 

Moreover# the disclosure of this memorandum could provide 
a "road map” of our invastigation. Tha document# or information 
contained therein# could come into the possession of tha targets 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 
Page 2 


of the investigation through inadvertence or deliberate act 
on the part of someone having access to the documents* The 
investigation could thereby be seriously prejudiced by the 
revelation of the direction of the investigation or information 
about the evidence ve possess. In addition, the reputation of 
individuals mentioned in a document like this could be severely 
danaged by the public release of in formation about thea f even 
though the case night ultimately not warrant prosecution. 


Finally, the Department has reviewed the precedents cited 
in your letter and in the accompanying Congressional Research 
Service memorandum. It is unprecedented for a Congressional 
committee to demand Internal decisionmaking memoranda generated 
during an ongoing criminal investigation. None of the cited 
examples are to the contrary. In particular, the three prior 
matters that you highlighted in your letter did not involve 
ongoing criminal investigations and, therefore, are not relevant 
precedents. 


We have decided for the foregoing reasons that ve must 
respectfully continue to decline your request for the memorandum. 
We will be prepared at tomorrow's Committee hearing to respond 
to your questions to the fullest extent we can, consistent with 
our lav enforcement responsibilities. We are hopeful that our 
participation in the hearing will respond to your concerns. If 
questions remain after the hearing, ve would be willing to 
discuss them further in a manner that properly accommodates both 
legislative and executive branch interests. 



Janet Reno 
Attorney General 


Sincerely, 





’'Louis J. Freeh, Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 


67 356 1070 
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U. S. Department of Justice 


Washm t (on, D C. 20530 


KOV 0 4 1997 


Mr. Bradley T. Raymond 

Finkel, Whitefield, Selik, Raymond, 

Ferrara & Feldman, P.C. 

32300 Northwestern Highway, Suite 200 
Farmington Hills, MI 48334-1567 

Dear Mr . Raymond : 

This is in response to your September 12 and October 6, 1997 
letters to United States Attorney General Reno. Your letters 
were referred to the Public Integrity Section of the Department 
of Justice, which is the part of the Criminal Division 
responsible for the investigation and prosecution of corrupt 
public officials, and for evaluation of the application of the 
Independent Counsel Act. 

We have carefully assessed the application of the 
Independent Counsel Act to the allegations of misconduct by 
officials of the Democratic National Committee and the 
International Brotherhood of Teamsters which you referred. We 
have concluded that the officials of the Clinton/Gore 1996 
Reelection Campaign against whom- allegations have been made are 
not "covered persons" within the meaning of the Independent 
Counsel Act. As such, at this time there is no basis for the . 
appointment of an Independent Counsel in this matter. 

As the press articles you enclose make clear, this matter is 
being thoroughly investigated. The United States Attorney's 
Office for the Southern District of New York is handling the 
federal investigation, and any additional information you have 
which might assist in clarifying the issues involved in that 
investigation should be directed to that office, or to the* 

Federal Bureau of Investigation. 
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We appreciate your interest in this matter, and thank you 
for whatever cooperation you are able to provide to the federal 
investigation. 



Chief 


Public Integrity Section 
Criminal Division 


cc: (with enclosures) 

The Honorable Mary Jo White 
United States Attorney 
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Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney Genertl 


fkuAiy km. DC 2QSJ0 


February 25, 1998 


The Honorable Michael Pappas 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Congressman Pappas: 

This letter responds to the questions you posed to the 
Attorney General at the oversight hearing concerning the 
Department's conclusion that individuals involved in an ongoing 
investigation being conducted by the United States Attorney's 
Office for the Southern District of New York are not covered by 
the Independent Counsel Act. 

Some individuals whose names have surfaced with respect to 
various aspects of that matter are connected to the Democratic 
National Committee (DNC) or the 1996 Clinton/Gore Reelection 
Campaign Committee. The Department has reviewed the status of 
individuals identified to date in connection with that 
investigation and has concluded that none are covered persons 
under the Act. 

DNC officials are not covered by the Act. See, 28 U.S.C. 

$ 591. In contrast, the chairman and treasurer of the 
presidential campaign committee are covered, 28 U.S.C. 

S 591(b)(6), as are other campaign "officers' 1 who "exercise 
authority at the national level." When a campaign staffer is 
involved in a criminal investigation, the Department is required 
to conduct an intensive inquiry into his or her title, role and 
function in the campaign in order to determine coverage. In the 
case of the individuals involved in the Teamster matter mentioned 
by you, an examination of their roles and responsibilities led to 
the conclusion that they were not "officers" within the 
established meaning of that word, or did not "exercise authority 
at the national level," and thus were not covered persons under 
the Act. 
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I hope this information is of assistance to you. Thank you 
for your interest in this setter, and if I can be of any further 
assistance with respect to this or any other natter, do not 
hesitate to contact ne. 



Andrew Fois 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Dan Burton 

Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
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II ic . \tl«>i ncy GcikU'itl is al I hi li.i| •§ nest iiml ImwI mitMilc tin* Beltway. 
Inti lime and a^nin <Ik» has Ixvn Ion «*tl lo jnvr«i i«4alo alleged wrongdoing* in 
hei boss’s Administration. \«wv. with calls- to appoint a special 
prosec utoi to explore campaign I i nance, she faces her most agonizing 
decision - and a threat tohcrowiucputation. By Jeffrey Goldberg 


I N MAT Iff). THE CLINTON VHfTl HOUSE SENT JANET UNO TO THE It fell lo Reno. then if* her third month as the nation’s rep bw enforce* 
Senate hi order to oM for the reinstatement ol a law. the independent ment official, to make the case for the resuthoriiation, and the did SO with 
counsel statute, that Reno’* predecessor as Attorney General the alacrity. **lt is absolutely essential for the public, in the proctu of the crirn* 
Bush appointee Vjlham Ban. had tried enthusiastically to U The mal justice system, to have confidence in the system.** Reno told the Sen* 
statute, which atto«s for the appointment of an independent proiecvtor air Governmental Affairs Committee, "and you cannot do that when 
m casts of Sigh-level eiecoiivc-brsnch wrong doing. had long been arsih- there •» conflict or an appearance of conflict in the person who is. in effect, 
rme to Republicans. »ho felt n was used as a rughutick against them dvr* the chief pecsecutor.** The statute was toon rcauthonaed by Congress, 
mg the Reagan and Bush yean. The Democrats, of course, had grown four yean later. Reno finds herself in an unhappy prtdiomem. Dosing 
9 1 mic fond of the smote, which »is drawn up in the wake of Tatrrgate. Chnton's first term the was quite liberal m the use of the statute, ashing 
and hoped to revive M. for independent prosecutors to investigate Mike Espy, then Secretary of 

"Benue Nussbeom came to tee me during the transition.'* Ban ta«d Agriculture; Henry Cisneros, then Housmg and Urban Development 

recently referring to Clinton's first Vkitt House counsel. **l told him. Secretary; Ron Brown, then Commerce Secretary and. a« the Resident’s 

don’t breathe new Ur into the statute. As a Republican. I said, nothing public urging, the Whitewater affair. But no*t several months into her aec- 

woutd please me more than seeing you guys Im under it As an Amer* ond term u Attorney General — a second term dial, by some tccouota. 

ican. I think it makes life an the executive branch miserable. But be said the President granted her only with great reluctance — she is under com 

that the President and he were committed to run an Admmistretion at aider able pressure to seek the appointment of yet another indep en d en t 

the highest etlucaf standards** — Nussbaum denies chat chu rxdunge prosecutor to investigate yet another CJiotoo scandal the hmd railing 

tool place - "and l said, be my guest.” practices of the President's reflection campaign. 

■■ ■ — ■■■■■■ — The President hat ex pressed no dense to sc* an independent counsel ap> 

JHHf Coidbnf t» « fsnmh»»r«| omrrr/W ihr Mcfcarnc. Hn mon »*cmr pomted to investigate tW charge ihae he knowingly and flagrantly violated 
»rnk. on Southern Bepaw 1 ’ anrwpu it com** /ran. appeared in Msrtk ca m paig n finance bws, and Reno has beta, in tbc eyes M mouRcpub- 


■ rartssrara It utm utcee roa tug u»o taa« tuu 
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lacans. many editorial vnien md wn iom« Democrats. suipiciouily 
agtrraklc Hoove Speaker Nr*i Cmpdi hat compared Rmo 10 the fclo- 
ntowi Nuon Attorney General. John Mitchell. and asked if the were "the 
pvoirctor of »hr President or «hr enforcer of iht l»»" (Wuhmgton bring 
Watfungton. C*njr»( K made these iiatrmenti wn n hr »n ndvmg up hu 
o*>n nUi mnt ) Janet Rrno kii been ollrd m.vny unk<»d thmgt diimij 
h»f four liimi 4 tiiOii| |rOM » Attorney General — gnln 10 lead. myopic. un- 
intelligent md. moK.I'(^ir«'l)f. iOO odd lor Witlnngton Due l*er miegmy 
hit nrver been Knovtlv challenged. until now 

Thu the attacks on Reno i im«|rii)r item from » cate in*ol»«| the al- 
leged misdeeds of othrri may term paradoxical. but 10 >t thr niturr of thr 
,ob The Attorney General n (he President'* loyal tide %hen forcing poli- 
cy on ntues of crime md rvsnee. yet she n slto responsible for enforcing 
Federal law as head of the Justice Department, even as those laws apply to 
the Administration the works for. 

There is something paradoses), too. in the new, intensified relationship 
Reno has with the President. She is a woman who came to Washington 
and immediately found herself relegated to the outermost circle of Clin* 


sd*ocnrd the independent counsel statute at neertsarv ptersr> tore** 
even the tppearanrr of s conflict of mtcrett can undermine ree.fidcnc e 
thr system presented slid mother parados, at least to those «+o are new 
convinced tt'sthington has finally got to Reno 

S mCt TMI IfUAU or TM> ICTTCH TO HATCH. B«sO HAS » T 
tried b.srrly s ncwiwonhy word on campsicn finanre. r»en n 
hat eoniiourJ to revet the capital Reno u not the most foul*, 
rommg high offtcisl, m any case Her weekly news briefing n 
a fascinating ntuaf m which the invites reporters to ask her anything 
they want and then manages to sav nothing at all Nor it this tun a prob 
Irm she his ai the offier. Even her close friend Walter Dellmgrt. thr art 
mg Solicitor General acknowledges. “She is not the rancsi person to 
chat up." 

This it not to say that she u ungracious She it county and solicitous, 
quite the opposite of the crated Amazon portrayed on the ‘Satvrdrv 
Night Live" skit '^anet Reno's Dance Party " She it, however, as tall at 
"Saturday Night Live" would have her. 


‘There is tremendous pressure on her,’ Senator Omn Hatch said recently. ‘She know * <h< 



ton advisers. Now she has moved so center stage — 
not because of policy matters but because of the al- 
leged sms of the White House she works for. 

The campaign finance scandal — Senate hearings 
on which are scheduled to begin this week — comes 
at an unfortunate moment for Reno, because it has 
obscured the fact that she finally seems comfortable 
in her job, and is m k for the duration, despite the 
early-stage Parkinson's disease that now afflicts her. 

If she had the personality of i Rudolph Giuliani (or 
a Bill Clinton), she would be seizing credit for the 
dramatic dip in national crime rates — not right- 
fully. necessarily, though the would certainly be 
blamed il crime weie going up Moreover, her de- 
partment has scored so me high-profile prosrcu- 
torial victories, most recently in the cate of Timo- 
thy McVeigh. And though hers is a largely symbolic 
generalship, she has had significant success from the 
bully pulpit, preaching about volunteensm and early 
childhood development and greatly expanding thr 
rhetorical possibilities of the office — imagine Dick 
Thornburgh, or for that matter John Mitchell, mak- 
ing "deadbeat dads" m:o a policy centerpiece, or 
talking up the importance of prenatal care as a key 
to crime prevention 

Such advocacy has helped secure respect for her 
outside Washington. This reputation partly explains 
why she has fell no need to defend herself igsmst the 
charge, inside the Beltway. that she's protecting the President She has e«- 
plained. apparently 10 her o«m satisfaction, the reasons she thinks it un- 
necessary to remove a Justice Department task force from (he investiga- 
tion of campaign hind-raiting and hand i( over to an independent counsel. 
In a letter she sent m April to the chairman of the Senate Judiciary Com- 
mmee. the Utah Republican Omn Hatch. Reno maintained she w<ouid 
need "specific and credible" evidence that a person covered by the statute 
— one of about two dozen high Administration officials, including the 
President — may have commuted a crime and. barring that, she wrote that 
she would remove herself from the investigation only if she concluded 
that "there is a potential for an actual conflict of interest, rather than 
merely an appearance of a conflict of interest." The fact that she had once 


to kit min’ Int i trines data that r»« t§ r •••edng tfca PraaMwi kmkttd data 
kinuni V*w nn date I>i|Mit km wtlh Sltl llimLiA. an lattstsat inaraif Cinvrat 

In her office it the Justice Department one morning not long ago. she 
smiled serenely when the subicct of the independent counsel statute 
was raised Did she still support the statute as written? 

"J think n’s ben while this urue is pending not to comment." she rrplied. 

[ then trad aloud her comment to the Senate committee in 1 WJ about 
the necessity to rngger the statute even when there is the mere appearance 
of i conflict of interest. Did she t cil) stand by this language? 

”1 think Congress has tried to address it." she said, carefully, "beousc 
in a situation wuh respect to a covered person. Congress hu in effect 
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i*»d whit >• thmlt it the icope of in appearance of conflict. ind then 
|i vet an additional pin 10 it. ind ; 1 1 h»*e md. I have not found specif* 
and credible evidence with rrtpcct to a coveicd penon *' 

I tfifd again. asking if the sdf fed campaign finance ifcuiri nufki (mnto 
ihe oufoiv of in appearance of conflict of miriest 1 mentioned ike 
tniirnbt Huold Ickei. ike fotmer While Houtr depute ehirf of 
^^^ktliai detail ike Piestdeni't lundi-on involvement in i.uung "toft 
that mar have ihe/i been uied not for Democtai* Party maiirri 
but, illegally. for Clinton's campaign advenitm| 

"It's very imponam then you look to make tore you don't tump to 
conclusions." Reno replied. “I think Congtcis md. HriC ate the covered 
people I think * it generally correct where whether there u a conflict or 
not. three may Deby ihe relanonthip an appearaner and then you have got 
to look at everything and make sure that you're rudgmg on facit and not 
innuendo and that's what we're trying to do." 

I then aikcd her to define the word "appearance." 

"I think you hm to take every cate on a case -by-case basn ind look at 
the evidence,- the usd. 


the more obfwteiiory members of the DC bar No* heir was thit more 
m evidence than at a Senate Judiciary Comm.tirt oversight hearing at 
the end of Aped. shortly afict Reno rrKCied. (or the fourth iimr. calls 
(or her to seek the appointment of an independent counsel to look into 
fhe President's '96 campaign One Question n ihe tenirr of ihe conuo- 
vcitv is wlirther the Clinton campaign fraud the Une between toft 
money and haid money So-called ioh money it rtitrd. without limn*, 
lor ihr ostensible purpose o( “party building "' Hud" money, on which 
limni are placed, it raised to elect candidates Soft money may be spent 
to C'eair '*ittues advocacy" advcrmemtrm. which air meant 10 educate 
voters, but it cannot be spent on "eipmt advocacy" advertisements, 
w-hich arc designed ro »m votes lor political candidates. 

Deep into the afternoon session of the hearing. Reno was asked a seem- 
ingly simple Question by the Pennsylvania Republican Arlen Specter, 
a former prosecutor who knows hew to handle a witness Specter first 
read to Reno the text of a television advertisement from last year's 
campaign, which states, in part: "Held Stan, student loans, tone clean- 
up. e»ir» police, anti-drug programs Dolr-Gingnch wanted them 


ives this Administration and she knows that the President gave her this opportunity.' 


I asked again if she stood by her 1993 statement on the appearance of 

conflict. 

"Mmm-hmmm," she affirmed, barely. 

Hating hat a h- foot-2 stone wall. I tried a kit of indirection 

“Is it true.” | asked, "that you arc Janet. Queen of ike Bunny Planet*" 

Reno laughed — guffawed, really, and said. "It's a wonderful children'! 
book, isn’t n.» 'Two weeks btfwr. Jamie Gotelick. who was Deputy At- 
torney Genet at dutuig Reno's f*rsi term, had mentioned that Reno is es- 
pecially enamored of a children's book series called “Voyage i© ihe Bunny 
Planes." It tells stories of Inile boy and girl bunnies who. having terrible, 
miserable days, dream of a place "far beyond the moon and stars. 20 light 
years tooth of Hart." where "spin* the gentle Bunny Planet, and ihe 
Bunny Queen is Janet." Queen Janet then takes the little bunnies on a 
tour of the day as it should be. 

Gorelick, the mother of two small children, introduced the Attorney 
^^neral to she Bunny Planet series, and Reno now reads the books during 
hours at a Washington elementary school the hat "adopted ” 
^^P*ong Reno's aides, the Bunny Planer has become a running gag. but 
Gbrclrck sees deeper meaning in Reno’s attraction to the character of 
Queen Janet "It’s not a joke." says Gorelick. who is now an official at the 
Federal National Mortgage Association, "it's not mst the similarity of 
the names The Bunny Quern tries to make the world a better place lor 
kads It t really her vision of a better world for children." 

Rene admired that her goal is to makr the world a Katie better piacc. 
but w aved of! Gorebck'a analysis "It's iusi the magic of the words." she 
said 

Si*U. Gorelick may be on to something Reno h among the Administra- 
tion's foremost ad«ocatei lor children, a surprising role (or the chief Fed- 
eral law enforcement officer to adopt She tl also an arfvocatr lor vol- 
umcenatn. and drug treatment on demand, and gives ipccchct that could 
lust at easily be delivered bv a Surgeon General raihci than an Attorney 
General Is is bet populist oratory, her unusual willingness to accept 
blame and her reputation for tiraighi talk when she is speaking with cit- 
izens groups or la» enforcement people — she possesses naiuriflv what 
every congenitally inauthentic pohuotn yearns foe. sincerity and plain- 
topokonness — that haa made her a figure of great appeal at least outside 
Washington. 

But here's the mvstcry. Throughout the independent counsel contro- 
versy. Janet Reno, she straight-talking prosecutor from the Everglades, 
has been contorting and bending her words in ways that would do proud 


cut Dolc-Gingvich: deadlock, gridlock, shutdowns. The President's 

plan* finish the job, balance the budget, reform welfare, cut tuet. pro- 
tect Medicare President Clinton gets it done." 

Specter then asked (he Attorney General the following question: 
"Could i hat possibly be language, taken at a whole, that says anything 
other than urge the election csprntly of Presidtnt Clinton?" 

It termed clear enough that the advertisement was designed not to edu- 
cate tlx voting pubbe about, say. the dangers of iobic waste. Here is how 
Reno saw n. however. 

"I think it is important again to consider the whole framework by 
which we have to iudge that and the (act that the elections commission is 
m place to look at these decision*, to took at the message, to render adv*. 
sory commission opinions. At shu point the whole area ia so murky, we 
cannot fmd clear and specific and credible evidence that the law haa been 
violated." 

Specter* "Well. Attorney General Reno, if that is repress advocacy the 
law has been violated. So the question a: Can you say to os (has « a your 
legal judgment that that is not express advocacy?" 

Reno: "Bated on the processes that have been established by the De- 
partment of Justice, the MOU" — memorandum of onderttanding — . 
"with the elections commission, this it a situation in which wt would not 
find specific and credible evidence that a enme had been committed that 
would justify triggering the statute." 

After the hearing. I asked Specter what he thought of Rcno'taniwcr 
"I do not want to use the word gobbtedygook.* he said, by w«y of using 
:lir word gobblrdygook. "But it was wnimelkgihle." 

Was the intentionally unintelligible* 

"I do not want to impugn motives." he uid. 

Luc* in her office. I asked Reno about her answers to Specie*. 

"What the issue there m that n was one of the most complicated is- 
sues." she said "As he asked that particular Qwest ton — that's an easy 
question to answer, or could be. but in terms of the trw it's a much more 
complicated issue, and so 1 may havr not been as articulate as 1 could 
have been. And also, iwst the context of that oversight hearing on soft- 
money issues, hard-money issues — it is one of the most difficult areas I 
ha«e to deal with.” 

But how- would she have ill served the American people if she had sim- 
ply said that the ad sounded tike a campaign ad for Bill Clinton? 

"Because.” she answered. "I did have to go back and describe what the 
Federal Election Commission has done and go mo details and again. 


Tut Ml* van TI«|* hmui*i rjvsr a. list » 
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it i «k»i we're tOrtrig to do in inmi of responding <o e vrrybody Jv»» 
•j.i ill owt to »hrv t tn uitritfti and the vkolf “ 

Lather. Reno i (Wl ol staff. j 'll taight- talking » Mumi prosecutor 
.'-rd John Hogan. had told mr that. when << comet 10 Fedriai eleenon 
•t bring pliin spoken yo« oft mitlnd ” H« *ew on >o t.sy, "Any 
they ttlfc tSom can be i»eidel>n«(i." and then intweii- 
«it(lrlly, noted ihe lookm(-(lin qu«lny of Int oU*ei»»f«'« 
mentioned Hogan's ititemerK to Reno, shr md tKit he ’’has i 
-mi ' She iddrd. "One of the things I ha*e tried my level belt to do •» 
^e a I’m confronted with a major usuc I've got to csplam — I uy. 'Co 
•li somebody to put thu ,n plain English ' Thu one it very, very d.IfKult 
» rtpfjNS ** 

But. I ukfd. *M the American people :an’t understand the tvttem. »nd 
■»e intern on’i be e aplamed. it something then tot ten Anth sy item?" 

I immediately rcahted my mistake Bluncnesi wit not going to be 
pth forgiven 

Tin not gorng to comment became vcv’re asmg inflammatory lan 
uige." the laid, “and thii probably give* ut a good point to lay that this 
• « pending matter and I ihail not comment-’* 

Hi QUESTION THAT COES UNASUD IS THIS: WHt WOULD 
Reno. who presumably values her reputation lor straight taill 
and integrity, contort ha voids and evade questions. sM the 
while bringing down scorn on her head, when she has ihe du- 
imonary power to ask. this very second, for an independent counsel* 
There are any number of answer* to that question. Hers, of course, is 
hat she is caactly right on the lav. even if she has been ivddenly d.»p©»- 
rnrd oi her ability to capiam hem If plainly Another pots>ble answer n 
hn the « using her office to orotect ihr President. 

If Janet Reno were a efosc fnend of President Clinton, say. m a relation- 
hip Utc that between Ronald Reagan and Edwin Me esc. the pressure on her 
c logger the statute would have long ago grown unbearable But because h 
t w f J| known that she is not close to the President, she can stall seem cred- 
ible when she decides agamst triggering the statute. In other wordi. she pro- 
i d«i ihe President cover by not providing him with cover 
Bui that <s much daffrrmi than accusing Reno of engaging m a Watergne- 
• cover-up. To borrow language from the independent counsel debate. 

fest thing she cared about ua< 



I ant vttk fN JnNre anameyi (ikan). via mtf ka da 'tai key H kar acitm a* upigt 
n«a*Cl. r>cy (iingkl): Ui a am. u«>« lagtnall Pivt htUtf III Hill Marl. 


fot creating the appearance of an Administration drowning an scandal Par- 
ticularly critxal w«e those working to get Clinton re-elected last tear 

“The fan thing she cared about wai whether Clinton nras r* -elected dr 
not.** Dick Morns, the President’s former political strategist, told me 
He then inadvertently paid Reno a compliment: “Sometimes 
1 thought sht didn’t realize she would lose her job if Clinton lost." 

Ren© is, of courae. ihe accidental Attorney General. The Ch*iont (HJ- 
lary played an acuve role m Justice Depanment ttaffmgj had decided ;o 
name a awn to the |ob. but their fiast cho-ct, Zoe Baird. and then thru 
treond. Kamba Wood, were done m fey wh*i became known as “Nanny- 
gate .“ Reno, a self -described “old maid.” had rto problems nith ranugtaAt 
domestics andtautes, and that’s mamJy what interested the White House. 

“I called the President and said. 'Herr’s somebody who won't have 
these personal difficulties.' “ says Senator Bob Graham, the Floods Dem- 
ocrat who attended Harvard Law School with Reno and who it alto a 
Inend of Clinton t “She »* single, yes. but Janet is just a very careful per- 
son m her personal Me. particularly in regard to her standards of conduct ' 


whether Clintun \\*as re elected or not. Dick Mom- 



■vre is no specific and credible evidence that Reno agreed to uonorl Con- 
trast on appointing an independent counsel m exchange for a second term as 
krprnev General. There are important Republicans who do maintain, how- 
' :*rr. that she n not wholly immune to prtiturt fiom the White House 

'There u tremendous pressure on her.” Senator Harch told me “Shr 
snow* the serves this Administration and she know* that the President 
five her this opportunity There should be a natural tendenev for her 10 
• mi 10 protect the President.** 

But Reno never promised to protect the President. According to John 
Hogan. Reno's chief of itaff. the President «©ld Rene when he w»i hm .n- 
■rmewwg Ha for the sob m early IW ihn he'd heard she *w n®« a “tram 
flavte '' Hogan rccaJb that Reno told the President that she would be s fine 
iram plarar. uniat he did anything ’’Jlegal or unethical,'' The President. 
Megan si vs. laughed out loud it her answer and appointed her later. « testa- 
ment ro other ha desperation, ha true innocence or a level of political so- 
rmiTiCAtan so sublime thee he could predict that Rmo't reputation lor in- 
Jerendence would one day provide him ©vh pohticai eov«. 

Rrno Oidn’c provide much cover rath on. At one point dunng Clinton's 
tint term. } of the other I) Cabinet members Reno would meet 
it Cabinet meetings vert under mvettigatton by independent counsels the 
zed requested, and she gansed the enmity of much of the White House tuff 


Wh»« »)so eoraloned ihe White House *u that she »n the only one of 
the three ©ngmaJ candidates 10 have been veued by voters, who had re- 
turned het repeatedly to the top prosecutor's 10b in DsdeCounry 
Rrno did not have inv easy go of »r during ihe first term Along %nh 
»he independent counsel invent gat ions of other Cabinet members, there 
w« the debacle at Waco, the worst moment of herearm. in wfech. trust- 
ing the deeply flawed advice of the F B I., the ordered the gst attack on 
«hr Branch Davidiant. vh K h led members of the cult to set lire 10 their 
compound, resulting m the deaths of an estimated 10 people And three 
v»» the pricrpnoA i A the Wmi Howie that she was more lOCtal vorker 
than prosecutor £»«* today; ihe social- worker rptkn rmklrt ItM 

This it the Art-man. after all who was the chit/ prosecutor in Dade Coun- 
ty dunng us "Miami Vice’* heyday ‘Tve probably asked for the death 
penalty far more often than people who call me a social worker." she told 
me John Hogan, her thief of ataff. 4 more raphcit- “I don't know how 
mane people Dick Moms has ever arm ro the electric chair " 

Moms, who attacks Reno * hit memo*/ for trying to block m»nv of 
President Cknton’t ctvnc initiatives, seems to have misinterpreted Reno'l 
record In truth she has been, as shr promised the President, the model ol 
an Administration team player on usuej of policy. She has abandoned.or at 
least sheNed. many of her libera! beliefs, m order to support Cbmon't get- 
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jgK approach 10 cnme Lirly m the term, she vaa critical of mandsto ry 
rvrnum for non*.olcn« drug offender*, but she toon learned 

t Wkitr Houir gamr plan never ripoir Clinton's right flank on <nm< 

*1 t Kmk anybody who it go.ngi© function in government hai to realise 
-on u/i'i grt everything you warn." Rrno lays 

wy this has been difficult (01 het Tafbot D'AJrmbcttc. j formci 
of ike American Bar An ©onion and Reno'* me mot. tayi. 
iHj^Vcn tome grief from Incnds about the •'ay things are going on 
me pokey " He clearly connu kimirlf ai one of those fnendt. "I tkmk 
me of the policies l‘*r seen are idly." be says “I'm not a fan of tkc death 
nalty, and adding nr* death penalties contributes nothing. . . . I'm real- 
sorry that the Administration hat not p<krd up Janet's rhetoric on pro- 
am* that can prevent crime. “ 

ft it an open »ecret that come pokey. which has traditionally been set at 
•e Justice Department, was taken over by the White House staff, under 



caute the men attume that the *omrn don't undetiMndpokuci.'* Skalds 
tayt "It took me a very long time to make the White House understand 
that The White House has at lean caught up with me ” ShaJait reaped 
parties given bv senior Administration %omcn dunng the first tern n 
which the talk turned to sesijm “| can's uy to you that Reno vat trlkng 
the lionet," SHalala said “But the wasn't m the comer, and the giggled 
along «itk rwrvlody else ** 

Shortly aftrt Ckmon won tc -election Ian November, smclet began 
appearing that tuggenrd that the Pies»deni would tathcr start the new 
term with » new Attorney Central. On different occasion i, ike Pies- 
•dent “it presented with the Opportunity to say kind thtfsgi about Reno, 
and didn't. Reno doesn't respond to subtlety, however. She stated pub- 
licly her desire to stay, which would have forced the White House 10 
very publicly remove her But at the same time, when Waders of national 
police and law cnfoiccment groups called up offering their lobbying help 
to keep Reno m the job — she has developed quite i constituency among 
national policing groups — she told her aides to decline al help. "She 
sasd. The President has a right to make hit decision without pressun.”* 
one side. Nicholas Cess, the director of intergovernmental affairs, utd. 

When I asked Reno how she felt about the pressures during the inn- 
tition period, and about the unkind calk that had apparently been em- 
anating from the White House, she said the just "chuckled about 
And from the White House now, all is butter. 'Janet Rmo, outside of 
Madeleine Albright, is one of rhe most respected officials ut America." 
Rshm Emanuel says magnanimously. "She is highly respected here." 
Emanuel has not always been so sweetly complimentary of Reno. Justice 
Department officials say. When asked if he has ever been cmical of tkc 
Attorney General, he replied. ‘There hasn't been a single Cabinet officer 
in history about whom someone in the White House hasn't said. *Cod- 
dammrt, what'i going Oft there?*" 

What exactly irxntpired between Clinton and Reno as ha second term 
began no one can or wj uy. The President would not discuss n. Afl he 
would uy. tn a wncten statement, is: "Janet Reno is an invaluable asset to 
my Administration. As Attorney General, she has exhibited the lug ken 
standards of integrity and professionalism, s deep understanding of the 
nerds of law enforcement and s personal commitment to our natron's 
young people She is an integral pan of my Administration's effonj to fight 


i.^^bmeiimes I thought she didn’t realize she would lose her job if Clinton lost.’ 


he direction of Rahm Emanuel, now the President’* senior admer. "Her 
k'lllingnes* to have us develop pokey is i sign of strength, not weakness." 
Zmanucl says Despite her drferener to the White House on mon issues 
if pokey. Reno hat never become s fnend. or even much of a sounding 
-oard. for the President. 

"1 doubt the rwq of them ever met alone m the two years 1 was *t the 
X'hne House." Moms says "He felt ihe was outside his Administration, 
umost kind of an sudiior. He was very critical of her. It was almost like 
iraJmg with a foreign country." 

Unlike other Cabinet member*, including her friend Donna Shalala. the 
nastrr rserworher who runs the Department of Health and Human Ser*. 
ces. Reno seldom if ever drops by die While House in the early evening to 
•ork the haSs. or have coffee with the President. 

“She and the President have respect for each other, but for whatever rea- 
son. they’ve never been able to develop the hand of personal relationship 
;hai other Presidents had with their Attorneys General.” uys John 
Schmidt, who served dunng Cliaion'l fast terns as Associate Attorney 
General and is now i candidate for governor in Illinois. 

There is another aspect, insiders uy. to Rroo’s problems within the Ad- 
Tsinjitration, one she shares with other semor Administration women. 

"I do think women have a slightly tougher lame at the upper levels be- 


enme. improve our luvtmie justice system and protect our eovsrorvnnM." 

Those who know Reno best are convinced that she remains ha own 
person. "The thing about Janet is that if she discovers evidence adverse to 
the President, ihe won't hesitate to use it.” D’Alemberte says. “I doubt 
ihe President feels *ery protected by her.” 

SO IF SHE'S NOT r*OTlCT7MC HER FRISfDOTT. THEN WHY DOG SHI 
have tuch a difficult time explaining her decision? Her critics ssy it it be- 
cause her position n defensible only in the most narrow, overly legilutic 
terms Her de lenders, however, uy that by its nature, federal election law 
•s arcane and confusing 

"T think you ought to give t prize to anyone who can succinctly and 
plainly explain the Federal campaign and contribution laws," uys Benja- 
min CrvJetti. who terved as Attorney General under Jimmy Carter. 

Just because Reno can't explain herself, in other words, docso't mean 
her decuion not to mggrr the statute is wrong. What might be happening 
now. Justice Department officials say, is that the complexly and cobJusmo 
of the case — and of the statute — u causing people to throw up their 
hands and call lor an independent counsel to straighten everything out 

But Lee Radrk, the chief of the Justice Department's public tnugnry 
section and the man overseeing the campaign fa- Continued on pege Jf 
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Pina maHijitioft, tays. 
"Nowhere m ike Statute 
doe i a uv row can HiW *o 
independent tountd be- 

r uie it’s *tt » big meet ** 
Radek m»i that Reno has 
gvdclinei to folio* when 
ccmtoermg whether to 
take the imc»h|««on -»w«y 
from Him wot turn « ©»er 


$ Lit. * Deputy Annum 
Attorney Ctwol * «k« 
cnmtrul dmno* 

The ic«l ciunc. tome offt. 
cuh wy. n that tire non It* 
4 loophole -Wled u>d «mn 
ibitt by vnurvfvfevt t»m- 
(Nfli Even rf (he hndtnt 
directed the spmdmg of toh 
money fot hard- money pvt- 
pewi. 'he Mfwmem port. « 
n •«( m aUcle* iKm mw U* 
hit been broken *TUe Uv 


Mth (loot corridor h M«p 
jinnee She had touted the 
kitomiKriion relatively 
Imc. end the Vhnt Home 
had already meked (he kalli 
with m » own people — 'Htb 
nee Kuhhefl it Allocate 
Attorney Cette**!, for one. 
Reno forced friendships, 
though. among the tanks of 
the career prosecutors. And 
tifeoiNv (kcmiic the dc- 
fwtmetit >t currently to be- 


mMeioettnom itatodu- 
10 Kt he* tiUM- 
•ted lot domg »hn tke al- 
ways doet. vkuknuHn it 
ike tee* m " Ridrk vent on 
to uy tk*t ike lodtpenortM 
counsel ttstiMt placet kit 
prosecutors « t no-ta iri- 
utnon. “If *i do vc rv »efl 
i" o*t invett'gtaott. we 
la»e to urn tke umo'o to 
» independent trwntrl If 
•e don't f«J m»»h.*^. 


U now (ft fail MO UM uo- 
ton hahk awe evtutnc 
InW. And whit happened 
to £nc Holder, the U-S at- 
torney foe tke Du toe I of 
Columbia, who brought tke 
use a gaunt Rotteokowsb) 
At tko writMg, he o tke Ad* 
muuttmion*i nominee to 
replace Jim* GortUk as 
Deputy Attotocy Ceneeal. 
■ he No ^poinmatt Justice. 

Tke Rottcnkowth* cate 


to an independent counsel. <n »ho w«a a eomphrated >eft of top political appomi* then veucimciird lot not should confirm to the world. 

‘lnordertoteiggee.no and in fhi*.“ Utt tad cei — the cnmtrul dtvisto*. miking tke case Justice offtcuh say. that the 

nutlet what, you've got to No it isn't, tayt Reno's under wh*h tke campaign ‘The fact u. through ike Department it fufty capable, 
have a specific and credible first Deputy Attorney Cert* finance mvrsttfMio* is being kosoty of the pubfce mtegn* in theory, of huidhng them* 

allegation that a penon has crak Philip Hvymann. now nm. kas been wokem * per* ty section, and ns obscrua- mtigiuon mco unpeg* 

toiMmttrd a crime." Radek a ptokuoe at Harvard Law martens hod for nearly two non of and coontkauort fund-rasing. even 4 it 

ctpUincd. “Now you look School He ttyt. * essence. yean — ske kas fiitcncd to with US Attorneys. f»e reaches aJ tke way so the 

ae two questions, fs be a that dae JuUKt Department ike career people, and die a* never seen t problem with t top, and that Ckmon should 

courted penon > If ke is, is buying into e fiction tree people want to invesii* prosecution going oi> on not take undue comfort in 

tke* you go for so mde* scripted by tke Whtir gate campaign food-auing. the petty of the ad mi n mo * tke tact that thr 'mvrtcjge* 

pendent counsel. But if be House — tkat is. pit be- “She's doing this beotoc do* « power," he added, tie* is siift in die hands of 
isn't a covered person, then cause you <al it soft money the career people, every “to bet, tke oppowte is the Justice Department, 

you look to see i( there it a doesn’t make it soft money which way short of soph* often true — prate o n on “An independent counsel 

conflict of interest. If "They mamum dot on* arc trying to keep tke are mourMtdmgoihc mm would almost be a better 

there’s a conflict of m- whatever money* pad into case." Joseph dtGecvon says. mdc. They’tt often more break than what Omm's 


tcrest. tke* the Attorney the D.N.C » awomaucaHy Ke it a forme/ US. Alter* strict wtds the meumbrne gomg to get from the career 
General hat the discretion soft money" ke id “But ney. a Republican who wts adnwnutrataon io avoid tke jimict people." Dick Mot* 

to trigger the natwtt.'* tke people who donate m independent counsel in the appearance of fivonciim" ns says. There's a fnnk for 

A key question a whether plainly intend to give * to Busk passport affair. 1 do Over and over again us tke independence that « anus* 
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osj try It yourt^l/ Pvt II In you; shi/i-^-', 
or djp it to your' belt and realize to your* 
ment that you can hear whispered con-, 
ont up to 50 feet away, a pin drop 10 1 feel 
and »vfn hear wfvat people ait Hiking 
in the next room A walk through 
xjds wall reveal thing! that you never 
have known about otherwise PowrrVot 
n with a hill complement ol attach- 
mdudmg its 9- volt battery, of course 
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(k((mrn( '^ben an v*d« 
pendrm counsel it appoint 
rd mv. the whole peeiump- 
«*on ol guik shifts.** Mjrt 
Uoyd CuiWr. former Wbne 
Houir counsel »o Presidents 
Carter and Clinton 
Other* argue that there il 
someihmg inherently unfair 
when a proicculor i» hand- 
ed unlimited time and un- 
limned rcsnwrcei to investi- 
gate a single individual 
'Too much unrrvxwablc 
power m ihe hands of a 
prosecutor is a dangerous 
thing." says Joseph d*Ge- 
nova, who led a three-year 
independent counsel inves- 
tigation into accusations 
that Bush Administration 
officials rifled State Depart- 
ment passport files for in- 
criminating information on 
Bill Clinton *To only have 
one case to work on is a 
dangerous thing, because 
when a prosecutor has an 
array of cases, there is a 
kind of Darwinian case se- 
lection.** In other words, 
prosecutors drop weaker 
caset in favor of stronger 
ones. ‘That doesn't come 
into play with an independ- 
ent counsel because of the 


»>nglr naiuied purpoie el 
the statute.*' 4iGrnc*a tats 
That said, k? ii Gene*»s » 
trading, the campugn I. 
naner mest does quilih for 
an independent counsel ' It 
•s a mumble statute, bvi h t 
the law." he uys "If thrrr t 
ever a air ihai qual'ha lo* 
an independent townsel. h's 
this nne '* 

{ % LL THIS BANCnuC 
/\ full makes her more 
I \ stubborn.'* uvs Tal- 
bot D'Alembenr 'lust look 
at the way her >a» line seu ** 
If it is true that Reno's 
reluctance to nigger the in- 
dependent counsel statute 
has made her look bad. at 
least to some. « is also irue 
that few officult in Wash- 
ington care less about spin 
than Reno ‘There's a feel- 
ing that wt*rr gemng her 
into trouble with the press 
and with Congress,’* Rjdek 
says. "But to her great 
credit, she never bnngi that 
up. It doesn’t concern her’* 
Tom Fiedlet. the political 
rdiior ol The Mumi HenJd 
who has reported about her 
since the iWt sa»d ct- 
Continued »»» P*fe 
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RENO 


Conunmtj pp 40 

tcniljr ."Wjshmgton it a 
^ilture iKsi values respond- 
■l ie (onicnmi. You can't 
it.H-nccked. You have <6 


bend to the ptcmb)( 
*vdi. Pro pit m Wsihmg- 
ton |rt frustrated wuh W» 
became tbr*s supposed to 
kcidtoiktu vUw ..The 
harder you push, the more 
dug in the 11 get." 

Tha a behavior that a 


driven Viahusgton. but 
wwMn'i necessarily be wo- 
dentood at such anywhere 
dac. Reno never goct off the 
record with reporters; the 
never dishes Cabinet gossip; 


often alone, at the few recep- 
tions she attends. 

"I don’t think the cares 
about Washington,** says 
Rohm Emanuel who docs. 
"She might have one of the 
world’s greatest poker 
facet, hot I realty don't 
tbmk she caret." 

To hear Reno tcO it. she 
has never much eared what 
people think about her. 
|Nr since she seas a gangly 
W as her first cotillon in 
^tami.*T was $-11 Vi when 


I was 1 1 years old and I had 
u> go to ronllion when I 
* was 12." she recalled "Our 
cotillon teacher was a 
wonderful wonderful lady 
She was my P E teacher m 
elementary school and she 
was incredible — the 
taught m< how to shoot 
baskets. 

"But the *11 basically a 
dance teacher I can re- 
member walking into cotil- 
lon and young men coming 
to my waist* and I guess I 
felt s tale b„ like an odd 
dock. And Mrs. Now*, 
kowska was S-l and a very 
suiking woman, and as I 
would slump, the would 
make me Kind up straight. 
And after I had rwo years of 
cotillon. I think after that I 
never felt like an odd duck 
again, that I always had the 
capacity to look out from 
me and hive the sense — ." 
She stops suddenly. 

"She was a wonderful per- 
son. She dud about a year or 
to ago. and they read a letter 
that I wrote to her — 
Reno stops, choking up, and 
begins crying behind her 
big. square glasses. 

"She made you feel like 
you were special" she went 
on. "When ! won my first 
election, the sent me a note 


•hai nisi said, ‘Attagirl * . I 
dunk |'«c always (eh kind 
of awkward" and knobby- 
kneed, and as my mother 
laid, knock kneed, and I've 
oftentimes fek Ike I was all 
arms and legs, but after 
Mrs. Novakowtks, n didn't 
bother me." 

The point of the story, of 
courtr. •» that not much hai 
boiheied hrt since. Reno is 
olien described as the most 
innci-duected official « 
Washington. which is why 
she seems at peace, even 
though n could irasonabljr 
be illumed that in some re- 
spects she is a lonely wom- 
an. And decisions on such 
questions as the independ- 
ent counsel statutes could 
cenamhr be lonely ones. 

When | asked her once 
what the Idaed about Wash- 
ington. the conversation 
turned to her solitary pur- 
suits — her eaplofition by 
canoe of wetlands. her long 
waBts down the tovpaih of 
the CfcO Canal. "A lot of 
the people that I've come to 
regard as friends for the rest 
of mr life arc centered 
around the Depart mem of 
Justice, and one of the ways 
f krep my perspective on 
things is to have breaks 
from what I do al day 


long," she says 'What I en- 
tor doing is not going to so- 
ciable vuli people on a cas- 
ual basis. It's not relating." 

Mil OtfTTWAOr. AND KCft 
alone ness, aepantc her from 
Yiihmgton They keep her 
from playing Washington 
games, but they also might 
keep her from responding to 


nee, especially when that fend 


lorn Capitol Hil or the 
press. It is s theory Senator 
Hatch has considered. Hav- 
ing failed to change Reno's 
mmd so far on the inde- 
pendent counsel mattec. 
Hatch is "moving to give her 
a little bit of leeway here." he 
told me recently “She does- 
n't w*m to appear that she's 
citing into Congress. I want 
to gme her a Kttlr room." 

Reno has spoken mov- 
ingly about how important 
it is foe the public to hav* 
faith in the justice system. 
Yet this (aich is being tested 
each time a new reve l ation 
about Clinton** campaign 
fund-raising emerges, and 
each time Rene responds by 
r e qu es ts to ask for 


not nisi by conflctt of us. 
lerett. but also by the timple 
appearance of a conflict 
There has been litle sign 
of a ihtft in her thinking 
Her prosecutors have con- 
structed a narrow argument 
igasntt triggering the stat- 
ute. and she continues, at in- 
creasing cost to her rep- 
utation a nd to ikar of the 
justice Department, to de- 
fend it. 'There's a lot of 
tn*p*ng at her that the isn't a 
hands-on administrator, 
that she's a terrible Attor- 
ney General" says Wiliam 
Ran, her Republican prede- 
cessor. T uy hands-on, 
shmands-on. that's a nice 
Ihsne. But aren't you look- 
ing lor an Attorney General 
who wiH do the right thing? 

I think she has acted with 
integrity until now" 

: To her way of thinking, 
Reno is doing the rieht 
thing, and she presumably 
believes that she. and her 


reputation, wtfl 
when the Senate 


prevail. But 
hearings on 


And this faith is tested, 
whether she likes « or not. 


mcncc. the belief that Reno 
is protecting the President 
may well harden, and spread 
beyond the Beltway If that 
happens, she is likely to 
coo front jast how alone an 
official can be. ■ 
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US. Department of Justice 
Office of the Deputy Attorney General 


The Deputy Attorney General 


Ututmttum. DC 205.10 

AUG 20 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.c. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of May 19, 1998, to the 
Commissioner of the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) , 
Doris Meissner requesting INS records pertaining to Thomas 
Bernhard Kramer and Catherine Burda Kramer. Enclosed please find 
the records that you requested. The public disclosure of the 
documents ve have provided you ordinarily would be prohibited by 
the Privacy Act, but we are providing them to the Committee in 
response to its oversight requests. See 5 U.S.C. § 552a(b)(9). 
out of a concern for the privacy of the individuals mentioned in 
these documents and the sensitive nature of the information 
involved, ve request that the Committee confer with us prior to 
disseminating any of this material outside of the Committee. 


Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may provide you 
with additional information. 
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August 24, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
U S. Department of Justice 
I Oth and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

This morning your Office of Legislative Affairs staff called my staff to ask for a meeting 
to provide a staff briefing on the La Bella memorandum. This proposed briefing was to be 
conducted by two of your subordinates from the Justice Department and the FBI. This is the first 
contact we have had from your staff since the committee’s contempt vote on August 6, 1998. 

As you know, we proceeded with the contempt proceedings earlier this month due to your 
failure to turn over the La Bella and Freeh memoranda which were subpoenaed by the committee 
on July 24, 1998. It was the strong feeling of the majority of committee members that it was 
important that they have an opportunity to review the documents. The members committed to 
reviewing the documents in a confidential manner in executive session. 

The offer this morning to brief staff on the La Bella memorandum is yet another 
disingenuous offer to avoid complying with the committee’s subpoena and legitimate oversight 
needs. It is clear that staff would have very limited authority to provide very limited information; 
a majority of the committee members have already rejected your offer of such a limited briefing 
as insufficient for our oversight needs. Furthermore, as I stated above, it is very important that 
the members of the committee have the documents directly provided to them. In addition, as I 
stated throughout this process and most recently to you in my letter of August 13, 1998, (see 
attached) there are numerous concerns that the committee has regarding how the Department has 
conducted the campaign finance investigation as well as how you have misconstrued the 
independent counsel statute in this matter. 
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Recent reports indicating that you are considering appointing an independent counsel 
with a much narrower scope than was recommended by the FBI Director and Mr. La Bella 
continue to raise concerns about your misreading of (he statute and possible misfeasance in 
conducting this investigation. For you to do less than what is required by law under the 
independent counsel statute would be a dereliction of your responsibility. 

The Committee wilt continue to insist upon its right to have compliance with our 
subpoena to you of July 24, 1998. In order to appropriately conduct our oversight role it is 
important that all of our members have the opportunity to review the La Bella and Freeh 
memoranda. 1 would look forward to your compliance with the committee's subpoena. 



Chairman 
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August 24, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Burton: 


1 am writing regarding your proposal to issue a subpoena for the deposition of Ernest 

Green. 

The Committee deposed Mr. Green last December 17 for nine hours. He had previously 
testified before the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee on July 1 8, 1997, for almost eight 
hours. Virtually all 17 hours of Mr. Green's testimony to the House and Senate concerned Mr. 
Green's business relationship with Charlie Trie. Notwithstanding this extensive testimony, your 
staff apparently wants to ask Mr. Green more questions about his business relationship with 
Charlie Trie. \ 


1 do not believe you or your staff have provided an adequate justification for this 
additional imposition on Mr. Green, who is a well-respected businessman and civil rights leader. 
I therefore request that before you issue the subpoena toW. Green, you explain the reasons you 
have for forcing Mr. Green to appear for additional questioning and why these reasons are 
compelling enough to warrant subjecting Mr. Green to tnp burden of a third day of questioning. 

Under the document protocol, I am entitled to req< 
consider the proposed subpoena. I propose that you allow 
review of your explanation for the subpoena. If this is not 
group be convened to consider this matter. 



a meeting of the working group to 
to reserve this right pending my 
I ask that the working 


\ 

Sincerely, ' 

Henry A. Waxmak 
Ranking Minority Member 


cc: Members of the Committee on Government Reform and 



\ 

\ 
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August 25, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
U.S. Department of Justice 
10th and Constitution, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

Once again, I write to respond to the continued misrepresentations that your staff have 
disseminated. Yesterday your press spokesman claimed that turning over the La Bella and Freeh 
memorandum subpoenaed by the committee would be “unprecedented political tampering with 
prosecution decisions that must remain above politics.” 

As you and your spokesman must know by now, in our hearing on August 4, 1998, 
Director Freeh testified that he recognized that our subpoena for these documents was not 
unprecedented. Thus, in our hearing Director Freeh corrected the misrepresentation made in a 
letter you sent the committee on December 8, 1997, in which you stated: “It is unprecedented for 
a Congressional Committee to demand internal decision making memoranda generated during an 
ongoing criminal investigation." As the committee's contempt report outlined, this is not an 
unprecedented action and there have been no valid legal challenges to the committee’s subpoena. 
You also are well aware that the subpoena allows for grand jury 6(e) information to be redacted 
and the memoranda would be reviewed in executive session. The only valid claim you could 
make to withhold the subpoenaed records would be a valid executive privilege claim asserted by 
the President -- an option which most clearly highlights the hopeless conflicts which you 
continue to have by overseeing the investigation of these matters. 

The constant misrepresentations by you and your spokesman that the committee’s action 
is '‘unprecedented" is yet another example of your politicization of this process. I want to make 
clear that this committee is not attempting to politicize this investigation; we are engaging in our 
proper oversight role. This committee is attempting to make sure that the Justice Department is 
not politicizing this investigation. You have already acknowledged that senior aides such as 
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Robert Litt — a Clinion/Gore 96 contributor - is a key adviser to you on these matters. Indeed, 
until recently, your Deputy Chief of Staff, Kent Marcus, was a former Chief of Staff of the 
Democratic National Committee, a primary organization under investigation. The independent 
counsel statute was designed to ensure that investigations of the President’s allies are conducted 
free of political influence. Just as Congress had a legitimate oversight role in reviewing the 
investigation of the Iran-Contra matter. Congress has a legitimate oversight purpose in reviewing 
your failure to appoint an independent counsel despite the recommendations of the FBI Director 
and Mr. La Bella that the law requires you to do so. 

During the Iran-Contra investigation. Congress deposed numerous high ranking Justice 
Department officials such as Attorney Genera) Edwin Meesc and Assistant Attorney General 
Charles Cooper and others about their role in overseeing the Iran-Contra investigation. Attorney 
General Mcese, as well as other top Justice Department officials turned over notes, calendars and 
schedules of their meetings. Our subpoena, is far less intrusive into the decision-making process 
than the-actions-of congressional investigators in the Iran-Contra case. While your spokesmen 
. claimed .the support of former Attorneys General in your position on policy grounds, you know 
that there are former Attorneys General who are supportive of the committee’s action and no one 
contends the legality of this action. 

Despite the clear recommendations of the FBI Director and the Chief Prosecutor Charles 
La Bella that the law requires that the mandatory section of the independent counsel statute be 
triggered in the campaign finance investigation, and despite Mr. La Bella’s view that you are not 
applying the independent counsel statute evenhandedly, you continue to insist upon overseeing 
an investigation which includes investigating the White House and your own boss. Perhaps we 
should not be surprised since your own former Deputy Attorney General Phil Heymann once 
observed: “I served in seven administrations, and I’ve never seen the (Justice] department so 
dominated in the policy realm by the White House.” However, as FBI Director Freeh testified, 
his memo recommending an independent counsel focused on a core group of individuals that 
included the President and the Vice-President: 

Q: Does the core group include the President and Vice-President? 

A: Yes sir. 

To quote Director Freeh, ”It is difficult to imagine a more compelling situation for appointing an 
independent counsel.” 

While I understand we have our differences on policy matters in this case, it does not 
serve this debate well to continue to misrepresent the law and the facts. 
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August 27, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C 20530 


Dear Attorney General Reno: 

On December 8, 1997, you made the following statement: 

It is unprecedented for a Congressional committee to demand 
internal decisionmaking memoranda generated during an ongoing 
criminal investigation. 

Although this statement was clearly a misrepresentation of fact, I initially dismissed it as political 
posturing. More recently, however, you and your spokesmen have repeated the substance of this 
statement, and I have become concerned that you and your staff have embarked on a conscious 
decision to mislead Congress and the American people. Given the recent reports that you have 
decided to commence a ninety day review period for a narrow sliver of the campaign finance 
scandal, it is becoming increasingly more obvious that you are protecting the President, the Vice 
President and Congressional members of your own party from the possible negative political 
impact of yet another Independent Counsel. Your misrepresentations over matters such as 
whether Congress has ever asked for material from an ongoing criminal investigation is 
consistent with this conclusion, as is your inexplicable rejection of the recommendations of 
Director Freeh, former task force leader Charles La Bella and James Desamo. 

As I stated directly to you in a letter dated August 13, 1998, “I believe there is no excuse 
to mislead Congress in search of a good soundbite” (Attached) Furthermore, it is wrong - and 
illegal - to mislead Congress. Simply because you have embarked on a political campaign to 
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justify your decision to withhold the Freeh and La Bella memoranda from Congressional 
scrutiny, it is unacceptable to misrepresent facts in order to gain public support. If you do 
purposefully misrepresent material facts, as you and your staff have consistently done, it is only 
to be expected that many will fairly conclude that you are acting in a purely political manner. 

On July 28, 1998, my staff met with Assistant Attorney General Anthony Sutin and 
another member of his staff At that time, the representation of December 8, 1997, was brought 
to their attention. Indeed, it was brought to your direct attention in the August 13, 1998, letter. 
Director of the FBI Freeh testified before this Committee on August 4, 1998, and he also noted 
that it was not unprecedented to make such a request. Thus, I am puzzled by your continuing 
pattern of misrepresentations on this subject. 

While I respect the principled arguments made by you. Director Freeh, and others 
regarding the importance of prosecutorial secrecy, I believe that it is unacceptable to misrepresent 
facts in order to make a political argument. But for our very real concern that there has been 
misfeasance at the Department of Justice, this Committee would never have sought the Freeh and 
La Bella memoranda in the first place. As my letter of August 13, 1998, makes abundantly clear, 
however, this Committee does have serious concerns with the manner in which you have applied 
the Independent Counsel statute to the facts of the campaign finance scandal of the last few years. 
When Charles La Bella, your own handpicked task force leader, tells you that the statute makes 
the appointment of an Independent Counsel mandatory, and when he tells you that he believes 
you have been uneven in your application of the statute, the need for Congressional oversight is 
triggered. That is why we are where we are. 

Over the past few weeks I have heard you state on a number of occasions that you have 
no qualms about appointing Independent Counsels in the abstract, and you point to the fact that 
you have indeed appointed a number of Independent Counsels during your tenure as Attorney 
General. I am reminded, however, of a prosecutor who has applied a law numerous times when 
the consequences are not close to home and then avoids prosecution when a member of his 
family is involved. Would it be right in that situation for the prosecutor to simply say ‘How dare 
you question my motive given the fact that I have brought charges in other situations?’ The fact 
of the matter is that you have been an elected Democratic official, you owe your position to a 
Democratic President, you have a number of political appointees advising you, and this 
Independent Counsel decision has potentially grave consequences for the political party to which 
you belong (as, in fact it may do to the political party to which 1 belong). You, and a number of 
your staff, have clear conflicts of interest, and it is a logical irrelevance to point to all the times 
that you have applied the law. This is underscored by the fact that Mr. La Bella has argued that 
you are not applying the Independent Counsel statute consistently. Thus, I take exception to the 
fact that you attempt to deflect attention from this decision by pointing to other decisions, 
particularly when those decisions - like the one before you today — were mandated by law. 

With all this as a backdrop, you and your spokesmen have continued your campaign to 
insist that this Committee has made a request that has never before been made by any other 
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Congressional committee. Such naked politicization makes a mockery of the facts, as we have 
pointed out numerous times. Congress has frequently sought access to decisionmaking 
memoranda from ongoing criminal investigations, and here are but a few examples: 

► Representative Charles Schumer’s staff was permitted to read the prosecutor's 
memorandum while the BNL investigation was ongoing. Representative Jack 
Brooks' staff was also permitted to review the BNL prosecutor's memorandum 
and to review underlying documents. 

► Senator Paul Simon was permitted to read the underlying Office of Legal Counsel 
justification for the capture of the defendant in the ongoing criminal case 
involving the murder of DEA agent Camarena. An offer to review the same 
material was made to members of the House of Representatives. 

► Senator Kerry was permitted to review prosecutors' memoranda from the ongoing 
BCCI case. 

► During the Iran-Contra investigation. Congress deposed, among others, former- 
Attomey General Meese and former Assistant Attorney General Charles J. 
Cooper. In addition. Congress asked for, and obtained, calendars, schedules and 
hand-written notes. 

► Examples ranging from the Palmer Raids and Teapot Dome to Iran-Contra and 
Rocky Flats show that there is a sixty year history of congressional oversight of 
Department of Justice decisionmaking, and that this oversight has involved 
numerous requests for internal decisionmaking memoranda, and numerous 
examples of compliance with these requests. 

Under normal circumstances, I would take your December 8, 1997, representation as regrettable 
hyperbole. There are, however, serious questions as to whether undue political considerations 
have been brought to bear on the decision to appoint an Independent Counsel to investigate 
campaign finance abuses. Debate on this matter should be above the political fray and should be 
based on fact and the law. It is difficult enough for Congress to satisfy its legitimate oversight 
responsibilities without Executive Brancb officials misrepresenting facts. Your efforts to mislead 
members of Congress, and the American people, over whether the request for the Freeh and La 
Bella memoranda was “unprecedented” is beneath the dignity of your office. 

In conclusion, it is my belief that the conflict you face is insurmountable. If you are not 
prepared to do what the Independent Counsel statute commands you to do, you should at least 
consider the institutional integrity of the Department of Justice. It would be dereliction of duty 
of the highest order if you fail to appoint immediately an Independent Counsel with a broad 
mandate to investigate the fundraising abuses of the recent national elections. 
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To do anything^ise, andto continue to make specious arguments such as the one about the 
unprecedented nature of this Committee’s attempt to exercise legitimate oversight authority, 
would be confirmation that you are acting to protect the President and the Vice President. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Hon. Henry A. Waxman 

David A. Vicinanzo, Esq. 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C 20530 

August 28, 1998 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This confirms the conversations between our staffs this past week regarding the 
Committee’s interest in disclosing the transcript of your deposition of Mr. Kent La. As we have 
advised Committee staff; the Department objects to the disclosure of the transcript or its contents 
because we believe that any such disclosure at this time would jeopardize our pending criminal 
investigation relating to Mr. La- 
in accordance with our agreement with the Committee, the transcript was reviewed by a 
designated Department attorney who is not assigned to the Campaign Financing Task Force, 

Mr. Jon Rusch. This agreement is memorialized in our letter to you, dated April 22, 1998, and 
your letter to Acting Assistant Attorney General Mark Richard, dated July 28, 1998. Mr. Rusch 
has concluded that the disclosure of the transcript or its contents at this time would compromise 
the pending criminal investigation. He also concluded that we cannot elaborate upon the reasons 
for his judgment without similarly jeopardizing the investigation and violating Rule 5(e) of the 
Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, which pertains to matters occurring before a grand juiy. 

We regret that we cannot provide additional information to the Committee at this time. 
We will advise you further if progress in our investigation changes our ability to inform the 
Committee about this matter. Please do not hesitate to contact me if we can provide additional 
assistance regarding this or any other matter. 



cc: Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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In r* WILLIAM OSFrSMQH CLIWTOK ) 

) 


) 


Cont mu* OO i 

No. 


NOTIFICATION TO TBS COURT PURSUANT TO 28 U.8,0. § $82 (a) 


In accordance with the Independent Counsel Reauthorization 
Ace of 1994 , I hereby* notify the Special Division of the Court that 
on this date I have coapenced a preliminary investigation pursuant 
co 28 U.s.C. S 592(a) (l) involving President of the United States 
William Jefferson Clinton concerning political advertisements 
during the 199$ election cycle. 




1074 



U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C. 20530 

SEP i 5 ;S98 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205 1 5 

Dear Mf. Chairman: 

This letter is in response to your letter to the Attorney General in which you urge the 
Department to investigate promptly allegations that a United States-based organization has been 
raising funds on behalf of a designated foreign terrorist organization and providing assistance to 
the families of terrorist suicide bombers in the Middle East. I apologize for the delay in our 
response. 

Beginning in September 1997, the United States has been involved in bilateral 
discussions with high ranking officials of the State of Israel concerning the possibility that one or 
more United States-based organizations may be providing material support or resources to one or 
more designated foreign terrorist organizations in violation of the Antiterrorism and Effective 
Death Penalty Act of 1996. In December 1997, and in March and June 1998, delegations from 
the United States Department of Justice met with Israeli officials concerning the availability of 
evidence to prove that material support has been provided by United States-based individuals or 
organizations . This bilateral effort is continuing. To the extent we are able to develop the 
requisite evidence of material support relating to any of the 30 designated foreign terrorist 
organizations, appropriate prosecutive action will be taken. 

I hope this information is helpful. We are sending similar responses to the other Members 
who joined in your letter. If we can be of further assistance on this or any other matter, please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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Congress of tfje ®rateb States 

$ou*t of Erprestntattoefi 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buunnq 
Washington, DC 20515-8143 



S ep tembe r 16, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of tike United States 
U-S. Dep ar tme n t of Justice 
10* sod Constitution, N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Geoenl Reno; 

As you know, earlier this month I met with you along with Chairman Hatch, Chairman Hyde sod 
(be ranking m em b e rs of our respective committees to review redacted copies of the la Belts and Freeh 
m e mor a nda. Since that meeting I have had a number of discussions with our committee members as well 
as the House leadership regarding tins matter. 

The commi ttee members have requested that Ac following six majority m e mb ers be provided the 
opportunity to review the same redacted copy tot I reviewed earlier this month: 

Rep. Robert Bare 
Rep Christopher Cox 
Rep. Stephen Hois 
Rep. Steven iaTomette 
Rep. John Shadegg 
Rep. Christopher Shays 

In addition to the shove, I would expect a number of minority members would also want to participate. 

Our member s woul d appreciate having the La Beih and Freeh memoranda made available to these 
m emb e r s fog their review tom or row, Thatsday, Septem b er 17, 1998. Thank you lor your prompt attention 
to tins matter. 



cc. Rep. Henry Wi 
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September 18, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 

Chairman, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

1 am writing to follow up on my telephone conversation with you and Congressman 
Waxman yesterday. 

I want to assure you that I stand ready and willing to do whatever I can to enable the 
Committee to fulfill its oversight responsibilities. My ability to do so is limited only by my 
responsibility to protect the integrity of the Department’s decisionmaking processes in the 
ongoing campaign finance investigations and prosecutions and in future matters. These 
responsibilities exist regardless of whether these matters are ultimately handled by the Department 
or an independent counsel. As you know, the Department has a longstanding policy of restricting 
access to open law enforcement files, a policy that has been followed by Administrations from 
Theodore Roosevelt through Ronald Reagan to the present. 

In the weeks since the Committee issued its subpoena for the internal memoranda 
prepared by Director Freeh and former Campaign Financing Task Force supervising attorney 
Charles La Bella, the Department has made extraordinary efforts to find a solution that honors 
both the Committee’s oversight needs and the Department’s law enforcement responsibilities. 

Last December, Director Freeh and 1 testified at length before the Committee. We 
arranged for our staffs to provide a confidential briefing about the contents of the memorandum 
from Director Freeh. Director Freeh and I met with you and Congressman Waxman on July 28. 
You and L as well as our staffs, have discussed these issues on other occasions. Director Freeh, 
Mr. La Bella and Mr. DeSamo testified before your Committee at length on August 4. The 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 
September 18, 1998 


Department provided you, Mr. Waxman and the leadership of the House and Senate Judiciary 
Committees with a confidential briefing on September 2. Joining me in the briefing were Deputy 
Attorney General Eric Holder, Assistant Attorney General for the Criminal Division James K. 
Robinson, Messrs. La Bella and DeSamo, and Public Integrity Chief Lee Radek. At that briefing, 
fire Members present and senior staff had an opportunity to review die memoranda demanded in 
your subpoena, as redacted under the direction of Director Freeh and Mr. La Bella to remove 
material that we are prohibited from disclosing by Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure (as your subpoena permits). We provided your Committee staff with an additional 
opportunity to review the redacted memoranda and, on September 8, two members of your staff 
again spent several hours reviewing them. Yesterday, I reiterated the willingness I expressed on 
several prior occasions to appear before the Committee at any time to be questioned about the 
decisions that I have made under the Independent Counsel Act. 

The redactions of the memoranda have substantially reduced the risk of harm to the 
investigations that would have resulted from disclosure of the factual and evidentiary material that 
they contain. However, the redacted memoranda still constitute the confidential advice of 
Department employees on issues arising during an ongoing criminal matter. As Director Freeh 
and I stated in our fetter of July 28, 1998, 1, and all future Attorneys General, must have the 
benefit of the candid, confidential written advice and recommendations in order to discharge my 
duties effectively. If those who write such memoranda believe that their advice and 
recommendations could be disclosed to Congress or the public, they will be reluctant to set forth 
their true views or even to express them at all. This concern is heightened significantly where the 
disclosure would take place while the investigation is ongoing. Indeed, as Director Freeh testified 
on August 4, Department employees already have been hesitant to put their views in writing. 
Moreover, such disclosure places the Congress in a position of appearing to exert political 
pressure to influence the handling of criminal investigations. 

You and your staff have reviewed these redacted memoranda, and I am willing to have a 
small number of additional Members review them. I ask only that we agree upon a review 
mechanism that will not reduce the ability and willingness of law enforcement professionals to 
provide candid advice and recommendations during this investigation or in future matters. To do 
otherwise, and to permit public discussion of such deliberative documents during a criminal 
investigation, could raise questions about the integrity of every controversial law enforcement 
decision. 

I want to reiterate that I am prepared to accept your request of earlier this week that she 
additional majority Members of the Committee and a comparable number from the minority be 
permitted to review the redacted memoranda on a confidential basis so that they can be prepared 
to perform their oversight functions, as long as you can assure me that this additional 
accommodation will bring the matter to conclusion. 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 
September 18, 1998 


1 remain available to meet with you and Mr. Waxman at any time to continue our efforts 
to reach a solution that wiQ permit each branch of government to do its job. 



cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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September 23, 1998 


VIA FACSIMILE AND US MAIL 
Mr. Craig Iscoe 

United States Department of Justice 
Counsel to the Deputy Attorney General 
915 Pennsylvania Avenue NW 
Room 4307 

Washington, DC 20530 


Dear Craig: 

On May 19, 1998, the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
■sent a letter to Commissioner Doris Meissner, Immigration and Naturalization Service 
(letter attached). The letter requested all information the INS maintains on THOMAS 
BERNHARD KRAMER and his wife CATHERINE BURDA KRAMER. On August 5, 
1998, a Committee investigator, following up on the request to INS, was advised by Allen 
Eranbaum, Director, Office of Congressional Relations, that the requested information 
had been sent to your office for review. Since it is now more than 4 months since the 
Committee’s original request, please advise when the Committee can expect receipt of 
the requested information. If you have any questions please contact me, or 
Senior Investigator Kevin Davis at (202) 226-2299. 


Sincerely, 

Jamfic Wilson 
Chief Investigative Counsel 
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September 23* 1998 


Louis J. Freeh 

Federal Bureau of investigation 
J. Edgar Hoover Building 
9* Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20535 


Dear Director Freeh: 


As you know, the House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is 
investigating allegations of campaign finance abuses and possible violations of law. One 
of the issues tiie Committee is investigating involves Yah Lin “Charlie* Trie and his 
business and personal associates. As part of its investigation, the Committee hereby 
requests diet you provide access to documents you have relating to the following 
individuals. 

a. Mr. Jkngzhang Tang, President* Electronic Equipment Company, Ltd. 

b. Ms. Jing Fax, General Manager, Electronic Equipment Company, Ltd. 

a, YanShengP&n, Senior Engineer, Power Joint Venture Cooipaay 

d. Jie Liu, Power Joint Venture Company 

e. Cbun-Hua Yeh, Cbatnmn, American International Bank 

f. Mr. Zhang Xing 

g. Mr. Xiang Hay ua 

b. Mr. Jin Feng 

L Ms.ZhaoTao 

j. Mr.HuHeti 

k. Mr. Tang Haoyuan 

L Mr. Xu Sbuhua 

m. Mr. Chen ShiKn 

n. Mr. Wang Shuangjtn 

o. Yu Fang Zheng, ClUC Financial Officer 

p. Fengwen Sang* Secretary General People's Government Jilin Province 
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q. Xiaoye Ma, Department of American A Oceanian Affairs, Ministry of Foreign 
Economic Relations and Trade, People’s Republic of China 

r. Xin Qoan Wu, Vice Gnerea) Manager of Banking Department, China 
Eveibrighl 

s. Guan Quanfii, Deputy Director Foreign AfEum Office, The Peopled 
Government of Beijing Municipality 

t Xin Qoan Wu, Vice General Manager of Banking Department, China 
Everbrigbt 

u. Peter Hsie Chen 

Please have your staff contact this office to arrange a mutually convenient venue 
to review the relevant doc umen ts. If yon have any question regarding this request 
please contact Chief Counsel Barbara J. Comstock (202) 225-5074. Thank you lor your 
assistance in this matter. 



cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United States 
10th and Constitution Avenues 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

The Committite is in receipt of your letter of September 18, 1998, which was received by 
the committee late Friday evening. As the members who had requested to review the 
memoranda, we write to express our concerns to your response. 

As yon know, having already voted to hold you in contempt on Thursday, August 6, 

1998, for refusing to honor a lawful subpoena, the Committee filed its contempt resolution and 
report with the House of Representatives on Thursday, September 17, 1998. This followed your 
injection of the Committee’s request to have six additional majority members of the committee 
review the subpoenaed memoranda. 

The purpose of this review was to have been to accommodate your concerns, 
notwithstanding your unlawful violation of a valid Congressional subpoena, by allowing 
Committee members with legal expertise, including former prosecutors and White House 
counsel, to evaluate the memoranda in light of die concerns you have raised. 

The subpoenaed memoranda concern whether you are following the law. You have 
asserted no lawful opposition to the subpoena. Your demand that the Committee agree - before 
the subpoenaed documents have been evaluated by even a small number of our members — that 
this necessarily will "bring the matter to a conclusion” is untenable. 

Particularly since the subpoenaed documents concern your compliance with the law, we 
would like to avoid having yon become the first Attorney General held in contempt for foiling to 
comply with a valid Congressional subpoena. 


Sincerely, 


1083 




1084 



U& Dtputecsttflisdn 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 


WmM* tm. ft C 20SU 


September 23 , 1996 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Bouse Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Nr. Chairman: 

I am writing with regard to the Committee's subpoena 
for the internal memoranda on the ongoing campaign finance 
Investigation. In order to avoid an unnecessary clash between 
the legislative and executive branches, I urge you to continue 
your efforts to work out an acceptable compromise with the 
Department of Justice. 

In the past, we have worked constructively to find fair 
solutions that addressed the Committee's oversight needs while 
respecting our law enforcement responsibilities. I am personally 
grateful for your efforts to reach such an accomodation, and I 
hope those efforts will continue. 

As you know, I have appeared twice before your 
Committee to discuss my recommendation to the Attorney General 
that she seek the appointment of an independent counsel in the 
campaign finance investigation. I testified with great 
reluctance. I felt strongly, as I still do, that my advice to 
the Attorney General on such an issue should be a confidential 
matter between those charged with investigating and prosecuting . 
crimes. However, in order to avoid an unnecessary confrontation 
with the Committee, the Attorney General and I not only agreed to 
testify, we have taken other extraordinary steps after 
cooperative discussions with you and other Committee members. 
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The Honorable Dan Burton 


In January, our staffs provided a joint briefing to you 
and Congressman Waxman on the details of my written memorandum to 
the Attorney General. On September 2, the Attorney General and 
others provided you, Mr. Waxman, and the leadership of the House 
and Senate Judiciary Committees with a briefing on my memorandum 
and the report prepared by Messrs. La Bella and DeSarno. In 
connection with that briefing, you were given access to redacted 
copies of the memoranda themselves. 

As I testified on August 4, I am very concerned that 
further disclosure of these memoranda — which are essentially 
prosecution memos -- would have a severe chilling effect on 
investigators and prosecutors. Moreover, even though the 
memoranda have been redacted to protect against the disclosure of 
confidential grand jury information, I believe the public release 
of the redacted memoranda could harm the ongoing investigations . 
Even in their redacted form, the memoranda contain the 
confidential views of the chief investigators about ongoing 
criminal matters. Those views should be kept confidential, and 
certainly should not be revealed to the subjects of the 
investigation through wholesale public disclosure. 

I understand that you may wish to give some other 
Committee Members the opportunity to review the redacted 
memoranda, to allow them to make their own judgments about the 
independent counsel matters at issue. The Attorney General has 
agreed to such a request, and I certainly would support such an 
accomodation if it would avoid a further confrontation between 
the Committee and the Justice Department. 

I appreciate your consideration of my views on this 
very important matter. As always, I am available to discuss the 
matter further. 



Director 


1 - The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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September 28, 1998 


The Honorable Constance Morelia 
U.s. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Congresswoman Morelia: 

The Attorney General has asked me to respond further to your 
inquiries at the House Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
hearing on December 9 concerning the application of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act (FECA) f 2 U.S.C. §§ 431-455, to so-called 
"soft money" donations from foreign nationals. I apologize for 
the delay in our response. 

The term "soft money" is not a term that is defined, or even 
used, in any of the provisions of FECA. Almost all of the 
substantive provisions of FECA are cast in terms of the making, 
receiving, and reporting of "contributions" and "expenditures." 
These critical words are, in turn, defined in FECA to mean 
donations and disbursements that are made "for the purpose of 
influencing any election for Federal office." 2 U.S.C. § 431(8), 
§ 431(9). 

Over the years, "soft money" has become a short -hand way of 
describing funds that are raised outside the limitations and 
prohibitions contained in FECA and therefore cannot be used for 
the purpose of influencing the election of candidates for federal 
elective office. "Hard money," on the other hand, refers to 
funds that are raised in compliance with the requirements of FECA 
for the purpose of influencing a federal election. Thus in most 
situations covered by FECA, the concept of "soft money" applies 
to funds raised and spent for purposes other than to influence a 
federal election, such as to influence the election of candidates 
for State or local offices. 

However, two provisions of FECA extend beyond federal 
elections and apply to all U.S. elections -- federal, State, 
and local. One of these provisions relates to the subject of 
you r request: the statutory ban on donations from foreign 
nationals. 2 U.S.C. § 441e. The other FECA bam, that reaches 
all elections, applies to national banks and federal 
corporations, 2 U.S.C. § 441b. 
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The Honorable Constance Morelia 
Page 2 

Specifically, Section 44le makes it .unlawful for a "foreign 
national" to make a "contribution of money" or other, item of 
value "in connection with an election to any political office or 
in connection with any primary election, convention, or caucus 
held to select candidates for anv political office [.]" (emphasis 
added) . The Federal Election Commissions regulation imple- 
menting Section 44 le interprets its language to mean that a 
foreign national may not make a contribution "in connection with 
any local. State, or Federal public office." 11 C.F.R. 

§110.4 (a). The term "foreign national" is defined by Section 
441e to mean a "foreign principal* as defined in Section 611(b) 
of Title 22 of the United States Code, or an individual who is 
not a citizen of the United States and who is not lawfully 
admitted for permanent residence pursuant to Section 1101(a) (20) 
of Title 8 of the united States Code, i.&., persons holding 
"green cards." 


We trust that this information responds to your needs, 
although we realize it is, of necessity, a rather general 
explanation of Section 441e. Please do not hesitate to contact 



The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
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tt& Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Axs&aot Attorney General Washington, DC 20530 

OCT 2 m 


The Honorable David M. McIntosh 
Chairman, Subcommittee on National Economic 
Growth, Natural Resources, and Regulatory Af&trs 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Department of Justice has received your correspondence dated September 17, 1998, 
in which you set forth allegations of perjury and obstruction of justice involving investigations 
conducted by your Subcommittee. Your letter and its supporting materials have been referred to 
the Criminal Division. The Department is now reviewing the information that you submitted to 
determine whether a criminal investigation is warranted. 

Thank you for bringing these matters to our attention, as well as for your offer of 
cooperation m any investigation. 


cc: The Honorable Dan Burton 
The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
The Honorable John F. Tierney 
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October 5, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United Stales Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dev Madame Attorney General: 

On July 24, 1998, the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight subpoenaed two 
Justice D epar tment memoranda drafted by FBI Director Louis Freeh and Campaign financing 
Task Force bead Charles La Bella which, ac c or di ng to press reports, criticized you and the 
D epartmen t for violation of the mandatory provisions of the Independent Counsel act The 
deadline for lawful compliance with the subpoena expired on July 27, 1998. 

On August 6, 1998, the Committee determined by formal vote that you are in contempt 
for unlawful failure to comply with a valid congressional subpoena. 

Throughout the period since July 1998, we have conducted extensive negotiations, 
leading thus far only to a limited review of heavily redacted copies of the memoranda on 
September 2, 1998. The subpoena calls for the redaction of grand jury material, and indeed the 
sections of the redacted Freeh and La Bella memoranda that I have reviewed contain no grand 
jury material Neither do they contain information that could compromise any pending criminal 
investigation or prosecution: as your letter of September 18 concedes, the redactions "have 
substantially reduced the risk of harm to the investigations.” Therefore, to be absolutely dear 
about what this Committee is asking you to provide, this letter is to establish that you will be 
deemed in belated compliance with die Committee's subpoena upon production of the following 
material from the redacted Freeh and La Bella memoranda not later than October 7, 1998: 

(1) All references to whether the Department of Justice has used different standards to 
determine whether to commence an investigation of White House officials or 
Independent Counsel-covered government officials as apposed toother 
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individuals. 

(2) All statements related to whether any investigation is being delayed because of 
who the subject of the investigation is. 

. (3) All statements relating to whether the Department has taken steps to refrain from 
investigating any individual. 

(4) All statements asserting a lack of justification for commencing investigations 
against some persons and not against others. 

(5) All statements asserting that the Attorney General, or any other official at the 
Department of Justice, has set an artificially high threshold for investigation of 
White House officials. 

(6) Ail statements pertaining to whether the Department of Justice, or the Attorney 
Genera], has incorrectly interpreted the evidentiary threshold in the statute for 
appointing an Independent Counsel, or for triggering a thirty or ninety day review 
prior to the request to appoint an Independent Counsel. 

(7) All statements related to lack of evenhanded analysis by the Department of Justice 
in the treatment of any specific allegations of wrongdoing. 

(8) All statements critical of the types of negotiation or consultation conducted by the 
Department of Justice. 

(9) Any reference to the Department of Justice providing misleading assurances to die 
public, or parties who have brought allegations of misconduct to the attention of 
the Department of Justice, that the Department is responsibly reviewing the matter 
when in fact it is not 

(10) All statements related to whether the Department of Justice has now, or has had in 
the past, conflicting duties towards the President with respect to die campaign 
finance investigation. 

(1 1) All statements related to whether the Attorney General or any other official of the 
Department incorrectly interpreted the distinction between “actual” conflict of 
interest and “appearance” of conflict of interest under the Independent Counsel 
statute. 


(12) All statements related to intellectual dishonesty or inconsistency by the 
Department of Justice in determining which allegations to pursue. 

(13) All statements related to political appointees disparaging legal theories supporting 
investigation or prosecution of campaign finance-related improprieties. In 
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addition, all information related to whetberdispangememof legal theories by 
political appointees led to a decision to refrain from conducting in investigation 
or initiating a prosecution. 

(14) All statements related to whether the determination of who is a ‘Covered person" 
is distorted by While House officials’ salary levels. 

(15) All statements asserting that the Departme n t of Justice Campaign Financing Talk 
Force failed to consider the totality of aQeged campaign finance offenses in order 
to determine whether a covered person violated federal criminal law. 

(16) All statements asserting that the Campaign Financing Task Force might have had 
an adversarial relationship with the De par t m ent of Justice. 

(17) Any reference to whether the magnitude of eampaig&finance abuses can alter the 
outcome of any particular election. 

(1$) All statements related to wbcihcrihc diverse m a Her wn adcr scrutiny by the 

Department of Justice suggest any patterns of criminal conduct. 

Thank you for your immediate attention to this matter. 



cc: Hon. Henry A. Waxman 

David Vicinanzo 
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ONE HUNOREO FTTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfjc United States! 

$ou*t o( jRtprtttniatOM 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bulging 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 


October 14, 1998 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear General Renor 

In mid-July, 1998, my staff met with David Vicinanzo, Craig Iscoe and Mark Richard. 
This was one of a series of ongoing, periodic meetings with a representative of the Campaign 
Financing Task Force to ensure that the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight does 
not take any actions to j eop a rdi z e the progress of the various Department of Justice 
investigations. As you are well aware, the Committee has cooperated with the Task Force and 
refrained from acting in a manner that would adversely affect any task force investigations. 

At the time of the July meeting, it was decided that our next meeting with Task Force 
head Vicinanzo would be approximately one month later. Notwithstanding repe a ted requests to 
< have a meeting with Mr. Vicinanzo, your staff has failed to make him available. The first 
specific request.was made an September 2, 1998, directly to Craig Iscoe ia Senator Hatch's 
office. Other requests followed that one. 

It is somewhat of a mystery to me why your staff refuses to contact Mr. Vicinanzo to 
arrange a meeting. Although we had the same problem towards the end of Mr. La Bella's tenure 
- specifically, repeated requests to meet, and a concomitant failure to act by the Department of 
Justice- 1 assumed that the arrival of Mr. Vicinanzo would lead to changes in the way your staff 
conducted the campaign finance investigation. Such has not been the case. 

In case you think this is not relevant, let me provide one example of why I believe it is 
impoitant for thereto be cooperation between Congress and the Department of Justice. Recently, 
we discovered documentary evidence that has a direct bearing on potential illegal conduct by 
John Huang. IV cooduct at dm center of this matter took place ou October 15, 1993. Thus, if 
the statute of limitations on this matter is five years -as ia frequently the case -the statute my 
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well ran on October 15, 1998. We would like to provide this information to your Campaign 
Financing Task Force, but we will not provide it directly to your immediate political staff. 

As 1 noted in a letter on October 2, 1998, the Washington Post printed the following: 

A Senior Justice Department official said that some 
investigators have concluded that Huang does not have 
information that would support the prosecution of the 
Democratic officials who received and spent the funds he raised 
or the White House officials who promoted his career in 
Washington. 

Because you have staff who are willing to make such comments to the newspapers - at a time 
that the Department has apparently not even talked to Mr. Huang — it is not advisable for my 
Committee to provide sensitive information to such individuals. Thus, we are in a “Catch-22 H 
situation; we want to provide information to Mr. Viciiianzo, and your staff will not allow Mr. 
Vicinanzo to receive information. 

While I am surprised that you tolerate such unprofessional conduct - whether that 
conduct involves a failure to receive information about ongoing criminal investigations or illegal 
leaks to the press - 1 ask you personally to intervene to permit Congress and the Campaign 
Financing Task Force to work together. The Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
has always attempted to work in concert with the Department of Justice, and it would be best for 
the American people if you guaranteed that we would be able to do so in the future. 

We are available to meet with Mr. Vicinanzo immediately. Should you decide that it 
would be beneficial to instruct your staff to meet with my staff, please have your staff contact 
either Chief Counsel Barbara Comstock at 225-8449 or Chief Investigative Counsel James 
Wilson at 225-8784. Because almost two months has passed since a meeting had been 
tentatively scheduled, please have them contact my staff as soon as possible. 


iy» 


cc: David Vicinanzo 


Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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UJS. Department of Justice 

Office of die Deputy Attorney General 


Associate Deputy Attorney General 


Washington, D.C. 20530 


October 16, 1998 


Ms. Barbara Comstock 
Chief Majority Counsel 

House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Ms. Comstock: 

This is in response to Chairman Burton’s letter of October 14, which offered to provide 
the Department with documentary evidence of potential illegal conduct by John Huang. As 
Acting Assistant Attorney General Anthony Sutin and 1 stated in our telephone conversation with 
you yesterday, October 15, the Department is extremely interested in receiving that evidence or 
any other evidence that the Committee may have regarding potential violations of criminal law. 
You noted that the Committee had obtained the documents pertaining to Mr. Huang earlier this 
week and that the Department may already have obtained the documents from other sources. In 
addition, you stated that you would consult with the minority staff and then contact the 
Department. 

As we advised you, we are ready to pick up copies of the documents immediately. Thank 
you for your cooperation. 


Sincerely yours. 



Craig Iscoe 
Associate Deputy Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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October 16, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney Genera] 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.G 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

On Wednesday, at 5.00 pm, I sent the attached letter to your office by facsimile. It was 
also transmitted to Associate Deputy Attorney General Craig Iscoe at 4:51 p.m. The letter 
requested that you personally intervene to allow Mr. Vicinanzo to meet with staff from the 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight. In mid-July, Mr. Vicinanzo indicated that be 
would meet with staff in approximately mid-August, and that be deemed such a meeting 
worthwhile. Since that time, we have been forced to work through your staff to set up the 
meeting that Campaign Financing Task Force head Vicinanzo indicated he wanted to occur. 

Yesterday, at approximately 4:30 p.m., Mr. Iscoe called Committee Chief Counsel 
Barbara Comstock and indicated that there was no need for a meeting between Mr. Vicinanzo 
and this Committee. He also indicated that he called late in the day because he had not received 
the facsimile transmission because of some unspecified “internal problems.” Today, Mr. Iscoe 
sent a follow-up letter to the Chief Counsel of the Committee. In this letter, he did not address 
the primary matter of concern - whether you would permit Mr. Vicinanzo to receive information 
from the Committee without die information being filtered through your political advisers. 

It is my understanding that Mr. Vicinanzo was amenable to regular meetings and, at a 
minimum, had agreed to at least one meeting to be held one month after the last meeting he 
*• attended. Now lam informed that your staff has decided -apparently on behalf of Mr. 
Vicinanzo - that be will not be allowed to meet with staff from this Committee. 
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As I communicated in my October 1 4 letter, we have information pert i ne n t to the 
Campaign Financing Task Force investigation. Of coarse, it is unclear tons whether or not you 
haw this information at this time, but at the very least I would expect ycor staff to be open to 
receiving such information from the Committee. It appears, however, that you have made a 
decision that Mr. Vicuumzo will be shielded from information, and that the Department of 
Justice will not pennit Mr. Vicinanzo to receive information directly from Congress and meet 
with us to discuss this information. Instead, your political staff has insisted oo screening this 
infonnation and not allowing the career pro se cutor heading up the investigation to receive 
infamatioo without the supervision of year political staff. 

I ask that you answer two questions. Did Mr. Vicinanzo himself decide fa* he did not 
warn to receive Monnation from Congress? If Mr. Vicinanzo was not involved in this decision, 
then who did make the decision to shield Mr. Vicinanzo from attending meetings that he hnd 
earlier indicated an interest in? 

I would appreciate your responding to me directly. 



Ch airman 


cc: Director of the FBI Louis Freeh 

David Vicinanzo 


2 
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V.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assisum Attorney General 


Waskmgum. D.C 2QSJ0 


October 21, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

House Committee on Government Reformand Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in i response to your letter of October 16, 1998, as well as your letters of 
October 14 and October 2. 

As we emphasized to your Chief Counsel in a telephone conversation on October 15, 
aad confirmed in a letter we sent by facsimile on the morning of October 1 6, we are extremely 
interested in receiving as soon as possible any documents that you believe are relevant to our 
investigation. We also stated that we are prepared to send a messenger to get the documents as 
soon as you make them available. 

We will immediately forward any documents that the Committee provides us directly to 
the Task Force, as we have done with all other materials on this matter received from this or 
any other Committee. If you prefer to send the documents directly to Mr. Vidnanzo, you 
may have them delivered to him at 1001 G Street, N.W., Suite 310, Washington, D.C. 

20001. We look forward to receiving the documents from the Committee. We should note 
that there is absolutely no basis for your suggestion that political officials are "screening" or 
"abiddfing]” Mr. Vicinanzo from any information regarding the subject of the investigation. 

You also indicate that your staff would like to discuss these documents. After the Task 
Force completes its initial review of the documents, we will be in contact with you to discuss 
what further information the Committee can provide us. 

You have also requested a meeting to follow up on the Department’s July meeting with 
your staff. As you know, we held that meeting in order to discuss the Department's position 
on the Committee seeking immunity for particular witnesses. At the conclusion of our July 
meeting, we agreed to meet again with the Committee once we had obtained information that 
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would better enable us to tell the Committee whether we would oppose die Committee seeking 
immunity for certain witnesses. We are now in a position to discuss those issues. We will 
discuss with your staff the scheduling of a meeting. 

Finally, I would like to address the statement made in your letter of October 2, and 
repeated in your letter of October 14, about the status of the investigation of Mr. Huang. As 
your October 2 letter acknowledged might be the case, them axe numerous inaccuracies, both 
of detail and of overall thrust, in the Washington Post article that you enclosed regarding the 
direction of the ongoing investigation. It is most unfortunate that we cannot discuss most of 
these inaccuracies without violating Rule 6(e) or interfering with the ongoing investigation. 
However, you should rest assured that the Task Force has not finished its investigation and 
remains committed to the "bottom up" approach to the investigation that the Attorney General 
has often described. The Department shares your concern with the inaccurate comments 
attributed to a "senior Justice Department official." Before receiving your October 2 letter, 
the Attorney General asked the Office of Professional Responsibility to investigate the matter. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may provide you with additional information. 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 



- 2 - 
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October 28, 1998 


David Vicenanzo, Esq. 

US. Department of Justice 
Campaign Contributions Task Force 
1001 G Street. N.W., Suite 800 
Washington, D.C. 20001 

Re: ftpnflffltY fqtWmttt 

Dear Mr. Vicenanzo: 

I am wiring to request the opinion of the Department of Justice regarding giants 
of immunity by this Committee to a number of witnesses involved in the Committee's 
investigation of illegal political contributions. Committee staff met with you and other 
Justice Department staff to review many of these names at the end of July. However, we 
have heard no response with regard to our request 1 hope (hat my staff can meet with 
you again to review these names, and receive answers regarding the potential grant of 
immunity to these witnesses. 

Kweek Wk Lay; As discussed at our last meeting, Mr. Lay is a former business 
associate of Ted Siocng. Justice Department staff present at the last meeting indicated 
that they needed to conduct further research with regard to Mr. Lay before they codd 
answer the Committee's request 

Sinton Chen: As discussed previously, Mr. Chen is the former owner of the 
International Daily News and business associate of Ted Sioeng. 

Charles T. Chiang: We discussed immunity for Mr. Chiang at the July meeting, 
and at a number of earlier meetings. The Committee continues to be interested in 
granting immunity to Mr. Chiang. 

Kfnamy L Youag and Nelson F. Young: The Youngs contributed $10,000 to 
the DNC in August 1996. Records indicate that this contribution may bea conduit 
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contribution involving Antonio Pan. It is our understanding that the Youngs are 
cooperating with the Department's investigation as well as an FEC investigation. 

Marcelfno V. Brotonet; Reynaldo B. Crespo; Ricardo Crespo; Jacob 
Delvalle; Raymond B. DosRemedios; Richard Espamgoza; David Fried; Manvel 
G. Garcia; WiHiam Gearhart; Leonard J. Keller; Juaa M. Ortiz; Gregorio P. 
Narvaia; Robert J. Nowell; Rath Stella Ramirez; Joan L. Ruiz; Rolando 
Sacramento; Eariqne Sanchez; Jennifer C. Se^as: Ail of these individuals are 
employees of Future Tech and made substantial contributions to Clinton-Core *96 and 
other political campaigns that appear to be conduit contributions. At the July meeting. 
Justice Department staff indicated that they would provide a response to the Committee's 
request regarding these witnesses sometime in Septe mb er. We have heard nothing to 
date. 


Please contact Barbara J. Comstock, the Committee’s Chief Counsel, at (202) 
225-5074 to schedule a meeting time to discuss the potential grant of immunity to these 
individuals. 


Sincerely 
Dan Bute 




Chairman 
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UJS. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C 20530 

OCT 28 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
US. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Chairman Burton: 

This is in response to your letters requesting information concerning l) the costs for the 
Department’s Campaign Finance investigation, including the cost to the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation (FBI); and 2) the total cost of the Justice Department's 1993-1996 investigation into 
the Billy Dale matter. We apologize for the delay in our response. It is important to note that 
because the Department does not maintain case specific accounting records, all cost figures 
provided in response to your request are extremely rough estimates and the actual costs may be 
more or less than the amounts provided. This is especially true for the Billy Dale matter, which 
ended almost three years ago. As we describe below, attorneys and other staff assigned to this 
matter did not work on it exclusively and had to estimate the amount of time they devoted to this 
investigation. 

The ongoing campaign finance investigation is dynamic and resources devoted to this are 
adjusted on a regular basts as demand requires. For FY 1997, the Department’s cost for the 
Campaign Finance investigation is estimated to be approximately $6.3 million, of which 
approximately $5, 150,000 was for costs incurred by the FBI and the remaining approximately 
$1,150,000 for the costs incurred by the Criminal Division and Executive Office for United States 
Attorneys. For FY 1998, the total estimated expenses through May 3 1, 1998, were somewhat 
less than $15,800,000. It is estimated that slightly more than $13, 100,000 of that amount wss for 
costs incurred by the FBI and the remaining amount of approximately $2,700,000 was for the 
costs incurred by the Criminal Division and Executive Office for United States Attorneys. Again, 
these figures are rough estimates and the actual expenses may be lower or higher. 

The investigation of the Billy Dale matter began in May 1993 and ended in November 
1995. To provide an estimate of the costs of that investigation, k was necessary to interview the 
lead attorney involved to obtain anecdotal information concerning the amount of time devoted to 
the investigation. After we obtained the estimates of the attorney and paralegal time devoted, we 
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added costs for support staff and overhead (modular costs) contained in the current budget and 
adjusted the result for inflation in order to estimate the costs for the years in question. Using this 
methodology, the Criminal Division estimates its costs to be $300,000 for the Billy Dale matter. 
Again, we wish to reiterate that this is a rough estimate and the actual expenses may be lower or 
higher. 


While it was possible to use this approach to estimate the costs the Criminal Division 
incurred on the Dale case because of the small number of personnel involved, the FBI has not yet 
been able to produce a similar estimate of its costs. As soon as a reasonable estimate is available, 
we will provide the information to you. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of further assistance on this or any other 

matter. 



- 2 - 
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November 5. 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue. N W 
Washington. DC 20530 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 

I am writing to inform you that our Committee has important evidence relating to Johnny 
Chung, one of the prominent figures in the investigation by your campaign finance task force. I 
believe you should have access to this information and ask that you take the steps necessary to 
obtain access to this informatioa 

On November 14, 1997, Mr. Chung and his lawyer appeared for a Committee deposition, 
with a number of Committee members and staff present Mr. Chung invoked his Fifth 
Amendment privilege in his deposition, but then agreed to be interviewed by the members and 
staff, who in turn agreed to keep the interview confidential. 

Due to the confidentiality agreement. I cannot disclose what Mr. Chung and his lawyer 
said at the meeting. 1 believe it is important for you to leant what was said, however, because the 
statements made by Mr. Chung and his lawyer at that meeting conflict with the statements that 
Mr. Chung is reported to have made to the Department of Justice in news articles. See, e.g. y 
Democrat Fund-Raiser Said to Same China Tie. New York Times (May 15. 1 998). In particular, 
my staff has detailed notes from the November 14 meeting that would appear to call into 
question the credibility of Mr. Chung s statements to the Department of Justice. 

I have tried to obtain permission to provide you information about the November 14 
meeting. At a May 21. 1998. Committee meeting, I offered amotion that the Chairman contact 
Mr. Chung and his attorney and ask them to waive the confidentiality agreement. The 
Committee approved this motion, but unfortunately Mr. Chung's attorney refused to waive the 
confidentiality agreement. 

I believe the best way for you to obtain access to the November 14 meeting may be for 
you to ask Mr. Chung to waive the confidentiality agreement be has with this Committee. I 
understand from media accounts that Mr. Chung has entered into a cooper a tion agreement with 
the Department of Justice. See, e.g., Chung Alleges DNC Sought Illegal Funds: Justice Dept . 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
November^ 1998 
Page 2 
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Probe Enters New Phase . Washington Post. June 20. 1998, Al. As pan of any such a greement. 
Mr. Chung would seem to be required to facilitate your efforts to obtain infotmation about the 
November 14 meeting* 

I urge you to act expeditiously to obtain access to our Committee's November 14. 1997. 
meeting with Mr. Chung. 



Ranking Minority Member 

cc: Members of the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
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Novembers, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Dqpartment of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20530 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 



in an October 28, 1 998, letter to David Vicenanzo, Chairman Burton requested the 
D e partm ent of Justice's opinion on granting immunity to a number of witnesses related to the 
Committee's campaign finance investigation. I request that the Department also give the 
Committee its opinion on granting immunity to Paul Peveto and Mike Lucia. 

As discussed in my October 26, 1998, letter to you. these witnesses may have information 
related to allegations that Rep. Tom DeLay and others counseled, and possibly conspired, with 
others to evade federal election law. 


Chairman Burton's letter asked for a meeting with Mr. Vicenanzo to review his immunity 
request I ask that the Department also advise the Committee on my request concerning 
immunity for Mr. Peveto and Mr. Lucia at that tune. 

If you have any questions regarding this request please contact Ken Ballen at 225-5420. 



Ranking Minority Member 

cc: Members of the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
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US. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of Ihe Attfctnt Attorney Oeoerai NtuM*ni«, fiC 205X 

NOV 16 1998 

The Honorable Christopher Cox 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 205IS 

Dear Congressman Cox: 


This is in response to your letter of May 14, 1998, inquiring further about efforts by the 
Department of State to encourage the Peoples Republic of China (PRC) to provide die 
Department of Justice with the assistance we requested from the PRC in our Campaign Financing 
investigation. We apologize for the delay in our response. 


We suggest that you contact the Department of State directly for information about its 
efforts. We can, however, provide you with additional information about our own efforts to 
secure cooperation from the PRC. On April 9, 1998, the Attorney General discussed the issue of 
PRC cooperation with Li Zhaoxing, who had recently become the Chinese Ambassador. This 
August, Justice Department officials raised the issue at a meeting in Beijing with Yin Yubiao, the 
Director General of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. We are continuing our efforts to secure the 
PRC’s cooperation in this and other matters. 


Please do not hesitate to contact me if 1 may provide you with additional information. 



cc: The Honorable Dan Burton 

Chairman, Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 



L. Anthony Sutin 
Acting Assistant Attor£9 General 


The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee 
on Government Reform and Oversight 



1. For the purposes of this request, the word “record* or “records* shall include, 
but stall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether 
written, typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, 
filmed, graphically portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and 
includes, but is not limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or 
video or audio recording, produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity 
reports, agendas, analyses, announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, 
bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover 
sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer printouts, computer tapes, contracts, 
external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, electronic mail (e- 
xndl), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, minutes, notes, 
notices, opbnoas, statements or charts of organization, plans, press tefoses, recordings, 
reports, Rolodexcs, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or 
evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, tr an s cri p ts , or any 
other machine readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former 
employees, agents, consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. “Record' or 
“records' shall also include all other r ecords, documents, data and infonnafionofalike 
and similar nature not fisted above. 
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2. For purposes of this request, the terms ‘refer* or ‘relate* and “concerning" as to 
any given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, 
mentions, deals with, or is in any m an ner wh atsoever pertinent to that subject, including 
but not limited to records concerning the preparation of other records. 

3. This request calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of 
data and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, 
including, but not limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as 
well as any records to which you have access, any records which were formerly in your 
possession, or which you have put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. 
Unless a time period is specifically identified, the subpoena includes all documents to the 
present. 


4. The conjunctions "or* and "and" are to be read interchangeably in the manner 
that gives this request the broadest reading. 

5. No records, documents, data or information called for bythis request shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

6. If you have knowledge that any requested record, document, data or 
information has been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, 
documents data or information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, 
loss, deposit or disposal 

7. When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or 
information as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list 
each record, document, compilation of data or information by date, type, addressee, 
author (and if different, the p rep ar er and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated 
or known circulation. Also, indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, 
document, compilation of data or information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity 
of the claim of privilege. 

8. This request is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of 
data or information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the 
return date shall be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 


9. Please provide a printed and, where possible, an electronic version of records. 
Electronic reformation may be stored on 3 Vfe inch diskettes in ASCII format In addition, 
please provide the Committee’s Minority staff with an identical copy of all records 
provided. 


2 
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Requested Items 

Please produce the following items to the Committee: 


1 . All requests received and records produced pursuant to the Freedom of 
Information Act from 1990 through 1 996, relating to Orlando Castro 
Liams ofBahco Progreso Venezwla. 

2. AD requests received and records produced pursuant to the Freedom of 
Information Act in 1993 and 1994, relating to Carlos A Freeman. 

3. All records from 1 990 through 1994 relating to an investigation in 
Venezuela by FBI and Justice Department personnel relating to Miguel 
Recarey or Orlando Castro Llanes. 


Please produce the requested documents by the close of business on January 4, 
1999. If you have any questions about this request, please contact the Committee's 
Deputy Counsel, David A. Kass, at (202) 225-5074. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 



1111 


OANMMTON.MOMNA 


CONSTANCE A MMKIU. MAAVLANO 
CMW»TOfMCn SHAYS. CONNECTICUT 
CHRttTCXHlEN CO*. CALIFORNIA 
JUANA AO&-LIMTMEN. FLORIDA 
|9MMM MCHUGH NEW YORK 


JOHN L MCA. nOWOA 
THOMAS » CAWS ML VIRCMW 
CAVtO M MCWTOSK MOMMA 
MAIBC C. SCUM*. WWANA 
JOt SCAMQROUOH. FLOnOA 


8TEVENC CATXWWm. OHO 

MANSHNJ. -UAWT SANFOWJ. SOUTH CAROL WA 

john e. sununu. new HAMPSHme 
PETE SESSIONS. TCXAS 
MICHAU PAPPAS. NEW JERSEY 


ONE HUNDRED FIFTH CONGRESS 

CongrcEg of tfje GBniteb States? 

?$ouSt of Hepresentatibets 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Office Builoing 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 


HtNRt A. WAXMAH. CALIFORNIA 


EOOLPWUS TOWNS NEW YORK 
Paul e. kanjorskl peNNsnvAN** 
OANVA CONDO. CAOPOfWlA 
CAROLYN a MALONEY. NEW YORK 
THOMAS M aAANeTT.WMtXMSW 
ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON. 

OWTNCTOF COUJNStA 
CHAKAFATTAH. PtNNSTLVAMA 
ELUAHE. CUMMMCS. MARTVAHO 
DOME A KUCMCH OHM 


OANfWK. DAVW. lUJNOQ 
JO»S* F. TIERNEY. MASSACHUSETTS 
jm turner, tcxas 

THOMAS H ALLEN. HUME 

HAROLD E. FORD. reMCSME 


MDE PENDENT 


December 7, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

As you know, I have had an ongoing concern that political appointees at the 
Justice Department have leaked material from the campaign finance investigation, 
including reportedly highly classified information, to the press. I have sent a number of 
letters to you with examples of leaks by high-ranking Justice Department officials, yet, 
the problem continues unabated. The last several weeks have seen major leaks from 
Justice Department investigations. I have summarized these leaks in this letter in the 
hope that you will take some corrective action. 

I also bring this matter to your attention because it underscores the point that I 
have been making for almost two years - that the law requires and the facts necessitate 
that you appoint an independent counsel to investigate the campaign finance scandal. 

The Independent Counsel Act is meant in part to protect the Justice Department from an 
appearance of a conflict of interest when investigating the President or other high-level 
officials. When your investigation leaks to this extent, it renews my concern that your 
investigation is not independent or impartial. Rather, it appears that many in the senior 
ranks of the Justice Department may be attempting to aid the Administration by 
prematurely releasing information. These leaks erode your credibility in a number of 
ways: 

• These leaks constitute the improper release of sensitive information. Hie leaks have 
contained information that appears to be covered by Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure, or that is reportedly classified. Leaks by “senior Justice 
Department officials could provide a “heads up" to targets of investigations, and may 
compromise various investigations conducted by the Department. 

• Your senior aides at the Justice Department are releasing this information at the same 

time that you are refusing to comply with lawful Congressional subpoenas for two 
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investigative memoranda. You base your refusal to comply with this Committee’s 
subpoena on the purported haim that would befall your investigation if you produced 
the subpoenaed documents. Yet, you apparently allow your aides to discuss precisely 
the same information with newspaper reporters. 

• These leaks lead many to conclude that the Justice Department has a partisan agenda, 
it appears that many of the leaks have been timed to minimize the impact of harmful 
news for the Administration, or in other cases, they are used to undermine the 
credibility of individuals offering testimony against the Clinton Administration. 

Even as you considered whether to appoint an independent counsel to investigate 
the fundraising telephone calls of Vice President Gore, senior staffers at the Justice 
Department were discussing your decisionmaking process with several newspapers. On 
November 24, 1998, the New York Times reported a number of details of the debate 
among your advisors in the decisionmaking process, and concluded that you wore 
“unprepared to declare whether [you] had decided to refer the allegations about Mr. 

Gore’s case to an outside prosecutor ” David Johnston, "Reno 's Aides Split on 

Merits of Need far Gore Prosecutor , " New York Times, November 24, 1 998 
{Attachment 1). That same day, the Washington Times cited Justice Department officials 
saying that “they believe the attorney general will reject accusations that there is specific 
and credible evidence of criminal wrongdoing [in the Gore case.]” Jerry Seper, u No 
Outside Counsel Likely in Probe of Gore Campaign Calls, " Washington Times, 
November 24, 1998 (Attachment 2). These reports are troubling in that they contain 
details of your decisionmaking process, and that they also indicate that a number of your 
close advisors believed that you had already made up your mind, even though you had 
not shared that conclusion with the public. 

As you can see from the following summary, it appears that the Justice 
Department has a considerable problem with leaks in this highly-charged investigation, 
which may lead to the highest levels of the White House and the Democratic National 
Committee, It also appears that some individual or individuals in the senior ranks of the 
Justice Department may be using leaks to pursue a partisan agenda. 

I. Leaks Regarding an Investigation of Independent Counsel Starr 

One of the most recent reported leaks by a senior Justice Department official was 
in the November 23, 1998, Newsweek magazine. According to Newsweek, the Justice 
Department u is close lo launching a formal ethics probe into at least one episode of 
[Independent Counsel Kenneth] Stan’s handling of the Lewinsky investigation.” Daniel 
KJaidrean, “Starr on the Stand, " Newsweek, November 23, 1998 (Attachment 3). This 
revelation came only several days before the Independent Counsel’s appearance before 
the Judiciary Committee, and was used as grist for detractors of the Independent Counsel 
at that hearing. As the article notes, this is an ongoing investigation. 

The Independent Counsel is acting in the place of the Justice Department in this 
investigation, and as such, it is improper for the Justice Department to try to impede or 
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denigrate the efforts of the Independent Counsel. Unfortunately, as this Committee 
learned from the testimony of Independent Counsel Donald SmaJtz, the Justice 
Department has often impeded the activities of Independent Counsels. Hearing, M The 
Current Implementation of the Independent Counsel Act , " House Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight, December 1 0, 1997. Whether or not you have 
approved of this release of information about Independent Counsel Starr, or whether you 
lave taken any action to determine the source of the leak is unclear. 

2. Leaks Regarding DNC Issue Ads 

Leaks are even more prevalent in the Justice Department’s campaign finance 
investigation. The day after Justice Department lawyers interviewed President Clinton 
regarding his role in crafting DNC “issue ads” promoting his presidency, a senior official 
in the Justice Department leaked information relating to that interview. Judging from die 
quote provided to the Washington Post, that senior official clearly gave the reporter the 
impression that it was unlikely that you would appoint an Independent Counsel: 

"[bjecause this involves political speech, which clearly falls under the 
protection of the First Amendment, there is a relatively high threshold for 
determining what constitutes criminal behavior,” said a senior Justice 
Department official. “There are not a lot of mysteries surrounding how 
the DNC ads were produced and financed, but whether anything crossed 
that threshold is another matter.” John F. Harris and Roberto Suro, 

“ Clinton : 1996 'Issue Ads* Passed Legal Test, ” Washington Post, 

November 1 0, 1 998 (Attachment 4). 

As you know, Director Freeh and Mr. La Bella have already indicated that an 
independent counsel is mandated by law in this matter; yet senior officials on your 
staff continue to undermine this recommendation. 

3. Leaks Regarding the Investigation of John Hmang 

Your staff also has leaked information regarding the investigation of former DNC 
Finance Vice-Chair and Presidential appointee John Huang. On October 2, 1998, the 
Washington Post repotted that the Justice Department was no longer seeking to prosecute 
John Huang: 

Now, instead of pressuring Huang to say what he knows about White 
House officials in exchange for immunity from prosecution, federal 
prosecutors are bargaining to get his testimony against Maria Hsia, a 
California fundraiser already under indictment who played a minor though 
controversial role in 1 996, according to lawyers close to the case. 


*+* 
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And a senior Justice Department official said that some investigators have 
concluded that Huang does not have information that would support (he 
prosecution of the Democratic officials who received and spent the funds 
he raised or the White House officials who promoted his career in 
Washington. 

As a result, attention has turned to the possibility that Huang might be able 
to bolster the endangered case against Hsia. Roberto Suro, " Prosecutors ' 
Approach to Huang Signals Shift in Campaign Probe. " The Washington 
Post, October 2, 1998 (Attachment 5). 

1 have already addressed the disturbing substance of this news story with you in 
another letter. (Attachment 6) However, it is highly improper for senior Justice 
Department officials to be discussing with newspaper reporters prosecutorial strategy 
regarding the central figure in the campaign fundraising scandal, who also happens to be 
a long-time friend of the President. Again, the irony of your refusal to comply with this 
Committee’s subpoena must be noted. You have refused to produce subpoenaed 
documents to this Committee because you are afraid that the members of the Committee 
would publicly disclose a “roadmap” to the investigation. It appears that it is your own 
Justice Department staff that is disclosing your investigative roadmap and signaling 
individuals who many would consider major targets that they need not worry about 
prosecution. 

4. Leaks Regarding the La Bella Memorandum 

In July 1 998, shortly after Charles La Bella, the head of the Campaign Finance 
Task Force, gave you his memorandum concluding that you were required by law to 
appoint an Independent Counsel, details of that memorandum were released to the press. 
Again, unnamed “senior Justice Department officials” released sensitive investigative 
materials to several newspapers: 

Government sources, even those speaking anonymously, declined to 
provide specifics on La Bella’s report, which runs more than 100 pages. 

But one source who had read the report said it represents “a fresh approach 
to everything he [La Bella] has seen” and called for legal conclusions and 
steps that had not been advanced earlier. Ronald J. Ostrow, “Report to 
Reno Urges Independent Counsel on Fund-Raising, ” Los Angeles Times, 

July 24, 1998 (Attachment 7). 

Officials familiar with Freeh’s memo last winter and La Bella’s current 
report said that La Bella’s includes a much more extensive review of the 
evidence and makes a firmer conclusion that there are sufficient 
indications of wrongdoing by top officials to oblige Reno to seek an 
outside prosecutor. As with the Freeh memo, the basic argument is that 
top Democratic and White House officials conducted a systematic and 
deliberate effort to circumvent campaign finance laws setting limits on 
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fund-raising and defining what constitutes a legal contribution. Roberto 
Suro and Michael Grunwaid, “ Independent Probe of '96 Funds Urged; 

Reno Noncommittal on Campaign Report \ " The Washington Post, July 24, 

1998 (Attachment 8). 

Another leak of the La Bella memorandum occurred in the pages of the Wall 
Street Journal. There, it was reported that the La Bella memorandum focused on 
potential wrongdoing by Harold Ickes: 

Charles La Bella's findings, presented in a lengthy memorandum to Ms. 

Reno, focus sharply on the fund-raising efforts of Harold Ickes, the former 
deputy White House chief of staff. They form the basis of Mr. La Bella’s 
recommendation that Ms. Reno seek the appointment of an independent 
counsel. Brian Duffy, " Campaign Probe Looked at Ickes, Says La Bella, ” 

The Wall Street Journal, August 3, 1998 (Attachment 9). 

This leak included information likely covered by Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure. As you know, when we were permitted to review a copy of the La 
Bella memorandum, your staff redacted all grand jury information from the 
memorandum. The heavily-redacted copy that we reviewed did not contain references to 
particular individuals such as Harold Ickes. Therefore, someone on you staff concluded 
that the information about Mr. Ickes was covered by Rule 6(c), or was somehow too 
sensitive to be reviewed by members of Congress. However, precisely that information 
was leaked to the press by your staff at the Justice Department. 

While you apparently tolerated such public release by your senior staff, you 
refused to provide the same memorandum to Members of Congress charged with 
oversight of the Justice Department. In his testimony before the Committee, Mr. La Bella 
stated that he made only three copies of the memo, one for himself, one for FBI Director 
Louis Freeh, and one for you. He also told the Committee that at least nine copies of the 
memorandum were circulated to senior officials in the Justice Department, including 
political appointees Eric Holder and Robert Litt. Apparently one of the recipients of the 
nine copies that you distributed leaked the contents of Mr. La Bella’s memo. 

5. Leaks Regarding Johnny Chung’s Testimony 

One of the most disturbing leaks to come from the Justice Department concerned 
the testimony of DNC fundraiser Johnny Chung. After Mr. Chung pled guilty to criminal 
charges and began cooperating with the Justice Department, details of his testimony, 
which were reportedly classified, were on the pages of the New York Times and 
Washington Post: 

A Democratic fund-raiser has told Federal investigators he funneled tens 
of thousands of dollars from a Chinese military officer to the Democrats 
during President Clinton’s 1996 re-election campaign, according to 
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lawyers and officials with knowledge of the Justice Department’s 
campaign finance inquiry. 

The fund-raiser, Johnny Chung, told investigators that a large part of the 
nearly $100,000 he gave to Democratic causes in the summer of 1 996 - 
including $80,000 to the Democratic National Committee - came from 
China's People's Liberation Array through a Chinese lieutenant colonel 
and aerospace executive whose father was Gen. Liu Huaqing, the official 
and lawyers said. 


♦** 


A lawyer for Mr. Chung, Brian A. Sun, declined to comment on his 
client's conversations with investigators, citing his client's sealed plea 
agreement with the Justice Department “I’m shocked that sources at 
the Justice Department would attribute anything like that to my 
client’' Jeff Gerth, " Democrat Fund-Raiser Said to Detail China Tie , " 

New York Times, May 15, 1998 (Attachment 10). 

Democratic fund-raiser Johnny Chung has told Justice Department 
investigators that a Chinese military officer who is an executive with a 
state-owned aerospace company gave him $300,000 to donate to the 
Democrats* 1996 campaign, according to federal officials . . . Roberto 
Suro and Bob Woodward, ** Chung Ties China Money to DNC , " The 
Washington Post, May 16, 1998 (Attachment 11). 

After this information was released. Democratic members of this Committee 
attacked Mr. Chung. In violation of an agreement that they made with Mr. Chung, 
Congressmen Waxman and Kanjorski made statements characterizing a confidential 
proffer given by Mr. Chung to the Committee. This attack was designed to harm Mr. 
Chung's credibility, now that he had agreed to cooperate and testify against the 
Democratic National Committee. I am disturbed that the leak from your investigation 
triggered this attack on Mr. Chung, and 1 am troubled that it may have compromised your 
investigation in some way. 

6. Leaks Regarding the “China Plan" 

The Justice Department also appears to have leaked reportedly sensitive 
information relating to the FBI's investigation of Chinese efforts to influence federal 
elections, in February 1997, The Washington Post published a report describing 
materials that the newspaper reported as gathered by the FBI through electronic 
intelligence: 

A Justice Department investigation into improper political fund-raising 
activities has uncoveted evidence that representatives of the People's 
Republic of China sought to direct contributions, from foreign sources to 
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the Democratic National Committee before the 1996 presidential 
campaigi^ officials familiar with the inquiry said. Bob Woodward and 
Brian Dtdfy, “Chines? Embassy Role in Contributions Probed; Planning 
of Foreign Donations to DNC Indicated, ” The Washington Post, February 
13, 1997 (Attachment 12). 

Despite the feet that this sensitive information was leaked, further information reportedly 
regarding the investigation was again released several months later: 

The evidence also shows links between the Chinese government and 
several U.S. citizens, including a Democratic fund-raiser in Los Angeles 
whom several officials characterize as an “agent” for the Chinese. 

Officials would not provide details of the highly classified intelligence. 

»** 


The belatedly discovered files indicate that Maria Hsia - a Taiwanese 
American immigrant who for a decade has raised money for Democratic 
causes - was “doing the bidding” of Bey ing as a Chinese agent, a senior 
official said. Bob Woodward, "FBI Had Overlooked Key Files In Probe 
of Chinese Influence, " The Washington Post, November 14, 1 997 
(Attachment 13). 

These leaks of reportedly classified intelligence information are very troubling to me. 

Not only do they potentially compromise an important investigation, they also potentially 
compromise national security information. 

These news reports that I have described in this letter represent merely a portion 
of the improper and potentially illegal leaks that apparently have come from senior 
Justice Department sources. I am aware that you have started investigations into some of 
these leaks. However, 1 am disturbed that these leaks are continuing unabated. They may 
potentially undermine the important work of the Department, particularly in the campaign 
finance investigation. I have sent a copy of this letter to the Office of Professional 
Responsibility at the Justice Department, so that they can review the history of leaks at 
the Department, and investigate and determine which senior Justice Department officials 
are the source of these highly improper leaks. 

I have made no secret of my firm belief that this investigation of illegal campaign 
fundraising must be conducted by an independent counsel. It is clear that you have 
hopeless conflicts in investigating your own boss. FBI Director Louis Freeh and chief 
prosecutor Charles La Bella have presented you with detailed explanations of why the 
appointment of an independent counsel for this entire investigation is mandated by law. 
However, you have for nearly two years resisted taking this step, apparently on the 
counsel of political appointees in your department. 1 hope that you understand that as 
long as important decisions about the course of this investigation are being made by 
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political appointees, this unending stream of leaks will continue to appear politically 
motivated. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


Attachments 

cc: R Marshall Jarnett, Counsel, Office of Professional Responsibility 

The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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ATTACHMENT 

1 


Reno’s Aides Split on Merits 
Of Need for Gore Prosecutor 


By DAVID 

. WASHINGTON, Nov. 23 -Several 
'of Attorney General Janet Reno's 
dose aides advised her today in a 
private meeting at the Justice De- 
partment that Federal law required 
her to seek an Independent counsel to 
investigate Vice President A! Gore’s 
political fund-raising efforts, law-en- 
fordement officials said. 

But other advisers at the meeting 
disputed that interpretation of the 
law. Ms. Reno, who must decide the 
issue by Tuesday, is still considered 
Ukely to reject such an appointment, 
the officials said, a move that would 
spare Mr; Gore further scrutiny at a 
critical phas e of his effort to solidify 
his Presidential credentials. 

Ms. Reno has remained taciturn. 
At the conclusion of today*! meeting, 
she told her aides that she was un- 
b prepared to declare whether she had 
? decided to refe^the allegations about 
' Mr. Gore’s case* to an outside. pros- 
; ecutor, the officials said. The debate, 
said one official, was "spirited.” • 

; At issue to Mr. Gore's case is 
| whether the Independent counsel law 
j permits Ms. Reno to dose an Inquiry 
■ when there are relevant facts in dis- 
pute — to this case conflicting wit- 
ness accounts of senior campaign 
officials who, along with Mr. Gore, 
attended a Nov. 21, 199$, White House 


YOU MAT NOT KNOW rURTH. I 
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. fund-raising meeting. ^ 

Some participants of the meeting 
recalled discussing how the money 
raised by Mr. Gore would be divided 
for direct and indirect campaign ef- 
forts, others said that was not dis- 
cussed and a few could not recall the. 
meeting's specifics, law-enforce- 
ment officials said. 

In light of the conflicting accounts, 
the split among her lop aides reflects 
a longstanding .legal debate within 
tiie Justice Department about how to 
Interpret a key provision of the inde- 
pendent cou n s el statute. One side 
says the law dearly dictates seeking 
an Independent counsel when contra- 
dictory evidence cannot be resolved 
•The other aide is arguing that Ms. 
Reno '-is not obligated to seek an 
todepebdca& counsel because the 
case, 'parity' Based on whether the 
money Mr. Gore raised was used 
legally, is so technical that a pros- 
ecutor would be unlikely to obtain an 
indictment * 

Ms. Reno's decision to the Gore 
case is the first of three independent 
counsel decisions that she must 
make in the neat two weeks. Under 
the independent counsel statute, Ms. 
Reno has 90 days to decide whether 
to go forward with an inquiry. The 
three-month period for Mr. Gore 
ends on Tuesday. After Mr. Gort, she 
must decide next week whether to 
seek an appointment In the case of 
Harold M. lekes, the former White 
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Aides Split 
On Prosecutor 
In Gore Case 

4-2J JLzLsezit. 

Continued From Page Al 

mr — 

House deputy chief of staff. 

In December. Ms. Reno must de- 
cide whether to seek an outside coun- 
sel to investigate whether President 
Clinton and his aides broke the law 
when they set up a multimUlion-dol- 
lar advertising campaign financed 
by the Democratic National Commit- 
tee. Federal rules limit such adver- 
tising campaigns to generic party 
commercials, but Federal Election 
Commission auditors have said the 
advertisements directly supported 
the CJinton-Gore campaign. 

Ms. Reno, who has referred sccu* 
sations against six Clinton Adminis- 
tration officials to independent pros- 
ecutors. has never allowed an outside 

C0 .“^ 1 10 r 5 view "V “»“* directly 
related to how the Democrats fi- 
nanced the 1996 campaign, although 
she has considered the issue on sev- 
era! occasions. 

In part, officials said they believed 
that Ms. Reno's unwillingness to 
open the Democrats to the potential- 
ly sweeping scrutiny of an independ- 
ent prosecutor stemmed from a view 
within the Justice Department that 
the loosely written campaign finance 
laws offered little traction for pros- 
ecutors trying to seek evidence of 
criminal conduct. 

Nevertheless, Republicans in Con- 
gress have repeatedly attacked Ms. 

Reno accusing her of blatantly using 

unfirif u Ce aS a Pol*** 081 shield for the 
white House, protecting not only Mr. 
Clinton, but also the Democratic Par- 
ty- She opened the inquiries into Mr. 

C ,° re ' “ r ckes Mr ' Clinton, only 
after Charles G. La Bella Wrote her a 
memorandum recommending an in- 
dependent counsel. Mr. La Bella's 
memorandum came after Director 
Louts J. Freeh of the F.B.I. had 
eached a similar conclusion. Should 
Ms. Reno decide not to seek an uide- 
pendent counsel for the three" ^ 

15 s ' 11 wouM almost certainly provide 
mor « ammunition 
1 Adram «tration. 

Apartment, of- 
nfthWi** W *?*• Reno s "arrow view 

cmmw aW ~ " ‘J* cam P ai B n finance 
context — was based on a different 
perception that some independent 
counsels have misused the offices. 


Ms. Reno has oeen said by some 
aides to have expressed concern 
about the conduct of more than one 
independent counsel. She has disap- 
proved of some tactics, for example, 
when prosecutors unfairly expose 
low-level witnesses to the expense 
and embarrassment of criminal in- 
quiries that seemed to continue and 
expand long after departmental 
prosecutors would have dropped 
them. 

Although Ms. Reno has been care- 
ful to avoid voicing her complaints in 
public, some of her aides have criti- 
cized the conduct of Kenneth W. 
Starr, the Whitewater prosecutor, 
and Donald C. Smaltz, the prosecutor 
who has investigated Mike Espy, the 
former Agriculture Secretary. 

In Mr. Gore's case, Ms. Reno 
opened an inquiry in September after 
a memorandum surfaced with an 
aide's handwritten notes that 
seemed to shed new light on Mr. 
Gore's role. The notes suggested 
that Mr. Gore could have known 
much more about the regulatory lim- 
its on his fund-raising than the Vice 
President had acknowledged. 

Mr. Gore has said he did not real- 
ize that some of the large contribu- 
tions he solicited in phone calls from 
his White House office would be di- 
vided into different Democratic Par- 
ty accounts. But the memorandum, 
in which Mr. Gore was said to have 
remarked, "Count me in," on mak- 
ing fund-raising phone calls, suggest- 
ed that he could have known that the 
money he raised would be split be- 
tween hard and soft money accounts. 

Contributions known as soft mon- 
ey can be used only for limited pur- 
poses to finance general party activi- 
ties like registration drives. They are 
unregulated. Hard money is regulat- 
ed and subject to limits, and was 
spent directly on Ciinton-Gore re- 
election efforts. 

The seemingly technical question 
of whether Mr. Gore knew the dis- 
tinction between hard and soft mon- 
ey is significant because Ms. Reno 
has said that any solicitations for the 
Clinton re-election effort — that is. 
solicitation of hard money — by the 
President or the Vice President 
could have been illegal. She reasoned 
that under election laws. Mr. Clinton 
and Mr. Gore were prohibited, as 
Federal officials, from soliciting 
money on Government property. 
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Starr on 
the Stand 


Under siege, the prosecutor — mystified and, as he 
puts it, ‘vexed’ about his low standing— prepares 
to face tough questions. BY DANIEL KLAIDMAN 


F or the past week, the drab 
conference room of the Office of 
Independent Counsel has been 
serving as a stand-in for the ornate 
hearing room of the House Judi- 
ciary Committee. There, behind 
closed doors, Ken Starr’s team of lawyers 
has been firing practice questions at the in- 
dependent counsel, the first, and possibly 
the only, witness in the impeachment pro- 
ceedings against President Clinton. Starr is 
looking forward to “the opportunity,” he 
told one dose friend, “however nasty the 
questions are." Starr's poll numbers are 
dipping into the single digits. The indepen- 
dent counsel is mystified— “vexed". is the 
word he uses— by the degree of public 
calumny against him. Last Friday,’ NEWS- 
WEEK has learned, the usually evenHem- . 
pered Starr suddenly launched into an ^ 
passioned : soliloquy. Where's the 
outrage? . the prosecutor • wondered K 
aloud to his staff. “How can this be 
accepted by the pubbe and the Con- r 
gross?" The lesson, he warned, is 
that “stonewalling works. .The lies 
are maintained and then you can 
change the focus to the prosecutor." 

Sources tell Newsweek that Starr 
plans to use the hearing to argue that 
the Lewinsky affair is part of a broad- 
er pattern, of obstruction. He will 
make the case that he used the same 
tune-honored tactics all prosecutors 
da He believes, says a friend, that “the 
American people are going to see it 
through his eyes for the first time." 

Wifi it wink? Democrats on Capitol 
Hill and the White House profess to be 
worried that Starr will be another Oliver 
North, a surprisingly effective witness in 
his own behalf, if for no other reason than 
that expectations are so low. But Starr, 
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not the president, may be the real defend- 
ant. At times Starr and his team have been 
clumsy and heavy-handed. Lacking experi- 
ence as a prosecutor, Starr at first failed to 
rein in his zealous team, then inflated the 
investigation into a moral crusade. 

Still, he plunges ahead Late last week he 
sent another batch of evidence to Capitol 
Hill, not a formal impeachment “referral” 
this time, but rather testimony about Kath- 
leen Willey's allegations that she was the 
victim of an unwanted sexual advance by 
the president in November 1993. Starr's 
team believes that Clinton lied to the grand 
jury when he denied making a pass at Wil- 
ley. The new evidence include* testimony 
from some, of Willey's Co-workers, who 
corroborate some details of . vj , 
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count— and allegations that the president s 
lawyer Robert Bennett tried to discuss her. 
impending testimony, with- her last fall 
Bennett has said be was merely trying tore: 
assure . Willey— at the request of ; her- 
lawyer— that he was not hostile. Even so, it 
remains a he said/she said case. In a last- 
ditch effort on the Whitewater investiga- 
tion. Starr indicted— for the third time— 
Clinton friend and former top Justice 
Department official Webster Hubbell. 
Starr's deputies have long suspected that 
Hubbell was paid off to keep quiet about 
criminal wrongdoing in Whitewater. But 
the most they were able to throw at 
Hubbell last week were warmed-over 
charges that he lied to Congress and federal 
regulators about an obscure Arkansas fi- 
nancial deal in the mid -'80s. Through his 
lawyer, John Nields Jr., Hubbell said that 
“It is not normal for a prosecutor to keep in- 
dicting the same person over and over 
again' There are references in the indkt- 


War games: Starr with hts staff insute msv - 

Charles Bakafy is in the background **. >h 
' .:-j. ?!«:•/ •’ :L i Js'.K j 

ment to Hillary Clinton’s missing law-firm . 
billing records— but .no allegation of 
wrongdoing by the Ernst Lady. A White 
House official dismissed Starr's latest 
move as 'an effort to kick up dust” 

Some of that dust may stick to Starr. 
Newsweek has learned that the Justice 
Department is dose to la u nc h ing a formal 
ethics probe into at least one episode of 
Starr's handling of the Lewinsky investi- 
gation. On the night the independent 
counsel's deputies first confronted Lewin- 
sky last January and tried to “flip' her— ; 
make her a cooperating witness— Lewin- 
sky asked to talk to her lawyer, Frank 
Carter. According to Lewinsky’s later tes- 
timony before the grand jtcy. Starr's 
deputies discouraged her. The prosecur; 
tors, she said, told her that Carter was not 


•a cnnunal Lwyer iiniact. be had run the 
public-defenders program tnD.G/s crimi- 
nal courts). .And they suggested that if she 
called her lawyer^ she 'risked losing her 
chance to get immunity from prosecution. 
Without immuffi^i they n warned, ..she 
faced 27 years in prison. Weeping, Lewin- 
sky said she wanted to- call her mother 
Starr's top deputy, Jackie Bennett, scoffed 
“You're old enough, yod don't need to call 
your mommy." Under Justice Department 
. rules for all federal prosecutors, it is un- 
ethical to keep criminal suspects from call- 
ing their lawyers. Starr’s deputies contend 
that at the time Carter was a potential tar- 
get of their investigation -though it later 
turned out he did nothing wrong. In the 
end, Lewinsky did call her mother and re- 
fused to talk to the Feds until she had con- 
sulted a lawyer. v.-rf \ ' ;i> 

Democrats are eager to go after Starr and 
his tactics at this week's hearing. He may be 
accused of neglecting to report evidence 


NOVEMBER 3$, 1998 NEWSWEEK 37 


1124 


KMHEKMfriraHjE 


rKai might have undermined the credibility 
of his key witness, Monica Lewinsky. Clin- 
ton d efe nders point to the testimony of a 
woman who interviewed Lewinsky for a 
job in New York. After the interview, 
Lewinsky preposterously bragged that 
Hillary Clinton had offered to help find her 
an apartment. % 

The Democrats may be able to chip away 
at Starr and his case against Clinton. Even 


so, it still appears that the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, dominated by conservatives, will 
vote along party lines to impeach Clinton. 
The real question is what happens when the 
whole House votes on Clinton s fate, possi- 
bly sometime before Christmas. Many Re- 
publicans— including Rep. Bob Livingston, 
who is expected to succeed Newt Gingrich 
as speaker this week— appear to want the 
whole scandal to just go away. By early next 


year only Ken Starr may remain embattled 
He will be busy defending investigations 
against his office— for leaking and other 
prosecutorial misconduct. His fins! legacy? 
Next year Congress is supposed to renew 
the law requiring a special prosecutor to in- 
vestigate criminal allegations against top 
federal officials. After Starr's probe, Wash- 
ington may just let the law quietly expire. 

With Mask HosamAtx and Mjch/uel Isisorr 



members now be 
byindependentcounsels- 
would surely nod in vigorous 
agreement Once a supporter 
afthe statute, I now before i 
the cure of the independent- 
counsel law is even worse than 
the risk that some lawlessness 
in high places may go unpun- 
ished. Congress should let the 
law die when it comes up for 
review next summer. 

Why? Because, as Scaha 
predicted, too much has gone 
wrong with the system of inde- 


has been leveled. This can 
force independent probes of 
allegations that Justice doesn't 
consider serious. The prosecu- 
tors are then given an essen^ 
daily unlimited budget and 
can only be fired for “good Ati 
cause* which may be difficult 
to prove, 'f ; 

Prosecutors thus quickly be- 
come fixtures, feeding die un- 
healthy Washington obsession 
with scandal. "The notion that 


every violation of law should 
be prosecuted, including— in- 
deed, especially —every viola- 
tion by those in higb places, is 
an attractive one,” Scaha 
wrote. *... The reality is, how- 
ever, that it is not an absolute- 


urmml 
of gov- 
ernment. " The efiects? A 
weakened presidency is one; 
another is subjecting high offi- 
cials to a uniquely merciless 
brand of prosecutorial scruti- 
ny —which is at best a distrac- 
tion and at worst debilitating. 

The current mess isn’t en- 
tirely —or even mostly — 
Starr's fault Clinton's own 
Justice Department under- 
stands that an indep endent 


counsel bad to investigate the 
Clinton- Lewinsky evidence. 
The statute requires the attor- 
ney general to seek an inde- 
pendent counsel whenever 
she receives “specific* and 
“credible” 


Archibald Cox wasooe-^are 
usually able to con duct probes 
that in fact have a large degree 
of independence. Justice may 
bebett^atpickfogprosecu- 
tors to handle such matters % 
than Judges anyway: Cox, 

Leon Jaworski and Robert 
Fiske were all named by Jus- 
tice, not by judges, and all 
were arguably better-suited 
for their jobs than Starr or 
Lawrence Walsh. To be sure, 
s ome forms of wrongdoing 


iwyers who are appointed by 


a the attorney general. A 
statutory hair trigger means 
that "covered persons," most- 
ly higb execiitive-branch offi- 


migbt go unexposed, but there 
may be— asweVe seen this 
year —worse things than that 


Taylor, a senior writer at 
National Journal is a contri- 
buting oditor/br Newsweek 


Time to Close Up Shop 

Had enough of Starr fir Co.? The case for abolishing the 
independent-counsel statute. By Stuart Taylor Jr. 


T |en years ago justice 
Antonin Scalia foresaw 
just about everything 
about theindepen dent- 
counsel law. “[TJhe indepen- 
dent counsel ... operating in an 
area where so little is la w and 
so much is discretion.” wrote 
Scaha in a lone dissent from 
tbeSii 


ing the president. So even if 
Tripp bad instead taken her 
tapes to Janet Reno, the 
statute would have required 
Reno to seek the appointment 
of someone (if not Starr) as in- 
dependent counseL 
The statute actually has few 
friends. Most Democrats be- 
lieve that prosecutors should 
not have pestered Clinton 
over his Lewinsky lies, and 
would logically oppose the 
law’s renewal in its current 
form. Meanwhile, many He- 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

1 am writing with regard to a report in the Washington Post today suggesting that the 
Justice Department is considering granting full immunity to John Huang, a longtime friend of the 
President and major DNC fundraiser. 

. While you continue to protest the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight’s 
request for the Freeh and La Bella memoranda, your staff has repeatedly leaked mammal from 
these memoranda, as well as other task force information and records. Much of the improperly 
leaked information is protected by grand jury secrecy rules according to your own analysis of the 
rules, and some of it provides a road map to the course of your ongoing campaign finance 
investigations. This, of course, is not new information. 

Today, however, the latest disturbing episode involving your campaign task force has 
come to our attention. In an article titled “Prosecutors' Approach to Huang Signals Shift in 
Probe,” the Washington Post provides an extensive discussion of John Huang’s role in the 
Department of Justice campaign finance task force investigation (article attached). The idea that 
John Huang, a central figure in the millions of dollars in illegal foreign money which flowed into 
the DNC, would be granted immunity at this point for a case involving a lesser figure strikes me 
as absurd. While 1 understand this report may very well be inaccurate, I would note that to 
proceed in such a manner would be tantamount to giving A1 Capone immunity to testify against 
his tax preparer. 
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Regardless of the veracity of the report, the very troubling aspect of this article is the fact 
that a “senior Justice Department official” is cited as essentially dismissing the case against John 
Huang. At a time that you ait arguing that you cannot give this Committee information that 
would provide a road map to the investigation - a misplaced argument because we have never 
sought such information - you appear content to stand by while the Washington Post points out 
that “a senior Justice Department official said that some investigators have concluded that Huang 
does not have information that would support the prosecution of the Democratic officials who 
received and spent the funds he raised or the White House officials who promoted his career in • 
Washington” This statement is a microcosm of all that is wrong with your decision to supervise 
the campaign finance investigation. 

Let me point out some of the easily identifiable problems: 

• This statement by “a senior Justice Department official” inappropriately diminishes 
Huang’s relevance and importance to the overall investigation. 

► This statement and article sends a message to Huang's defense attorneys that might 

embolden them to bold out in the event that deals were being discussed. The underlying 
information is confidential and goes to the heart of how the case against Huang will 
proceed. And yet we read about such confidential prosecutorial matters in the 
Washington Post 

• This report indicates that there are in fact conclusions . Has the Task Force finished its 
investigation? Your new Task Force head David Vicenanzo has barely got his feet wet in 
this investigation and your staff is announcing “that some investigators have concluded” 
various things about John Hoang. Did Mr. Vicenanzo approve this statement? Did he 
have an opportunity to review this statement? 

• Your staff have been asking this Committee for months to refrain from using specific 
information that is relevant to the case against Huang. The Department also has refused 
to support any committee requests for immunity in connection with low level witnesses 
with information about John Huang. Yet, now your “senior Justice Department official” 
is sending a message with the Department of Justice’s imprimatur that there isn’t much to 
the Huang case. It almost appears that you are preventing Congress from telling the 
American people what we have learned under the guise of not interfering with your 
prosecution, while your own employees go out and undermine the prosecution. 

The conclusion is simple. If you had obeyed the law and appointed an Independent 
Counsel to investigate campaign finance matters — as Director Freeh and Campaign Financing 
Task Force head Charles La Bella had recommended and said that you were legally required to 
do — you would not have “a senior Justice Department official” undermining your own 
prosecution. This episode brings to mind the situation in the early days of your investigation 
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when the FBI refused to give sensitive information about campaign finance issues to your staff at 
the Department ofJustice because the FBI felt that it could not trust your staff. This was 
appalling. To make matters worse, you did not even recognize a conflict of interest It is even 
more troubling that you have allowed the political appointees at the Department to continue their 
involvement in this investigation. 

The message sent by your “senior Justice Department official” is inexcusable. Unless 
you can find this person and fire him or her immediately, you have no alternative but to remove 
yourself and your staff from any involvement with the campaign finance investigation. It is 
beyond clear that you are hopelessly conflicted in this matter - something the FBI Director and 
your own hand-picked prosecutor have been telling you for months. 



cc: David Vicenanzo 
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Report Urges 
Independent 
Counsel 

RENO, from .42 J 


tergate reform designed to prevent 
an attorney general from investigat- 
ing top officials of the same adminis- 
tration. 

Reno yesterday repeatedly charac- 
terized LaBeQa’s report as just one 
perepecdreootbeindependentcoun- 
ad question and emphasized' that die 
would consider opposing views as 
well before making a decision. In the 
past, those views have prevailed ev- 
ery tins: argument similar to LaB^ 
la's have been presented to Reno. Lee 
J. Radek, toe longtime head of the 
public integrity section in the Justice 
Department's C riminal Division, has 
been one of the most influential 
opponents to the appointment of an 
independent counsel amoog Reno’s 
advisers, officials said. 

LaBefla, then the No. 2 federal 
prosecutor in San Diego, was ap- 
pointed chief of the task force last 
September when toe investi&tion 
was mired in internal disagreements 
and logistical problems. He effective- 
ly replaced Radek and made a point 
of distancing himself from the public 
integrity section and of reporting 
directly to Rena 


i oerr air a 

within the department who have had 
long experience with the Indepen- 
dent Counsel Act" Reno said yester- 
day. "And what we do is bear from 
everybody, not just one lawyer, but 
everybody. And we make sure that 
we fry to consider all arguments, and 
reach the best derision based on the 
history of the act, the legislative 
history and other factors" - 

No special mechanism wiB be 
created to consider the report, de- 
partment officials said. Instead, it will 
be handled as part of the usual 
process of overseeing the campaign 
finance investigation. One key ques- 
tion to be derided is whether Reno 
will deliver a specific response to 
LaBella’s recommendations or 
whether it will be left an open matter, 
they said. 

The apparent lack of urgency con- 
trasts with several other occasions 
when Reno has responded within a 
few days, even within hours, after 
receiving recommendations that she 
launch toe independent counsel pro- 
cess. 

Republicans can complain if Reno 
ultimately rejects LaBefia’s advice, 
but there is not much they can do to 
change her decision. Sen. Arien Spec- 
ter (R-Pa.) wants toe Senate Judicia- 
ry Committee to seek a writ of 
mandamus, a court ruling that would 
conqid a governme nt official tike 
Reno to perform duties mandated by 

law. He says Reno has deariy shirked 
her duty to seek an independent 
counsel after receiving specific and 
credible evidence of wrongdoing by 
the president 
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Campaign Probe 
Looked at Ickes, 
Says LaBella 


Evidence of Wrongdoing 
At White House Cited 
By Departing Official 


By BaiiAN Duffy 

Staff Kwponmr of Tmb Srwrr Joun**A- 

WASHINGTON— The departing head of 
the Justice Department's campaign fund- 
raising investigation has told Janet Kano 
that he developed evidence of wrongdoing 
by senior officials of the White House and 
the Democratic National Committee. 

Charles LaBe Lie's findings, presented 
In a lengthy memorandum to Ms. Reno, fo- 
cus sharply on the fund-raising efforts of 
Harold Ickes. the former deputy White 
House chief of staff. They form the basis of 
Mr. LaBeUa's recommendation that Ms. 
Reno seek the appointment of an Indepen- 
dent counsel. 

“It's not exactly that we presented her 
with a smoking gun." a senior government 
official said. "But we showed her signifi- 
cant threads erf evidence that went right 
into the White House and to the upper lev- 
els of the DNC" 

Mr. ickes. who couldn't immediately be 
reached for comment, has consistently de- 
nied any improper fund-raising activity. 
The White House declined to comment. 

Mr. LaBella has obtained the coopera- 
tion of one Democratic fund-raiser. 
Johnny Chung, who has provided evi- 
dence that top DNC officials knowingly 
solicited and accepted improper donations 

A ttorney General 
Reno has refused to 
seek an outside counsel, 
though a senior adviser 
says she is considering 
m eans that would allow 
her to do so. 


from him. Mr. LaBeUa's prosecutors are 
negotiating with others who have pro- 
vided information about senior White 
House officials’ roles in fund-raising ef- 
forts in 1996 and 2996. 

Mr. LaBella to to testify about his find- 
ings before a House panel tomorrow, 
along with Louis Freeh, director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation. In n sep- 
arate memorandum prepared for Ms. 
Reno last year. Mr. Freeh also argued for 
appointment of an independent counsel, 
noting that since prosecutors had subpoe- 
naed telephone records of President GUn- 
ten and Vice President Gore, they al- 
ready had begun an Investigation of the 
two top officials covered by the special- 
prosecutor law. 

Ms. Reno has refused to seek an outside 
counsel, though a senior adviser says she 
is considering means that would allow her 
to do so. 
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Interviews wu n senior government offi- 
cials present a picture at sharp Variance 
with the Image of the inquiry that Ms. 
Reno has sought to portray. The attorney 
general appointed Mr. LaBella to the fund- 
raising task force after complaints by the 
FBI and senior Justice Department offi- 
cials that it had stalled. 

Since then, Ms. Reno has repeatedly 
told her Republican critics that she based 
her decision not to seek an independent 
counsel or the advice of career Justice De- 
partment attorneys. But Mr. LaBella. her 
top attorney and a career federal prosecu- 
tor, was frequently excluded from meet- 
ings concerning the appointment with Ms. 
Reno and other Justice Department execu- 
tives, several officials said. 

A senior Justice Department official, 
speaking on behalf of Attorney General 
Reno, challenged that characterization 
but said he couldn’t rule out that Ms. Reno 
had discussed the fund-raising inquiry 
outside of Mr. LaBeUa’s presence. 

Ms. Reno relied heavily on advice 
front attorneys assigned to the criminal 
division's public-integrity section who 
specialize in election-law violations and 
the independent counsel law. Bat those 
lawyers often refused to talk with Mr. 
LaBella and senior FBI agents assigned 
to the Inquiry, and the relationship be- 
tween the two sides was tense. Memos 
prepared by the public-integrity lawyers 
for Ms. Reno sometimes didn't mention 
Important evidence, prompting Mr. La- 
Bells to prepare his own reports detailing 
an information developed by the Justice 
task force. 

Complicating matters further was the 
role of Deputy Attorney General Eric 
Holder. Mr. Holder played an important 
role in Mr. LaBeUa's installation as head 
the task force in September 1997 and is 
widely credited with revitalizing the probe. 
Senior officials said Mr. Holder privately 
told Mr. Freeh and other top FBI officials 
last year that he supported an independent 
counsel. But an official familiar with his 
thinking said the comment was made In an 
offhand way. 

Mr. Holder believes the appointment 
would be helpful because controversy over 
the campaign-finance Inquiry was hurting 
morale at the Justice Department He had 
supported an independent counsel prior to 
and Just after being named deputy attor- 
ney general. 

Tomorrow’s testimony by Messrs. 
Freeh and LaBella likely will increase 
pressure oo Ms. Reno, but she has been 
by the prospect. Democrats have 
accused. Rep. Dan Burton, chairman of 
the House committee investigating fund- 
raising activities, of Improperly pressing 
Ms. Reno. 

But GOP Sen. Orrtn Hatch of Utah 
and Republican Rep. Henry Hyde of Oli- 
note, the respective heads of the Senate 
and House judiciary committees, have 
demanded copies of Mr. LaBefla? report. 
Mr. Hatch said yesterday that Ms. 
Reno's persistence in refusing to seek an 
outside prosecutor could evcntuaBy farce 
her resignation. 
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Democrat Fund- Raise] 
Said to Detail China Tie 

1 This article is based on reporting 2/j^kcrth, l>av<d 
Johnston and Don Van Motto and was written by Mr. Certh. 


WASHINGTON* May 14 — A 
Democratic fund-raiser has toM 
Federal Investigators be tunneled 
tens of thCHiMfxlt of dollars from' 
a Chinese military officer to tike" 
Democrats during President Clin- 
ton's 1M re-election campaign, 
according to lawyers and officials 
with knowledge of the Justice De- 
partment** campaign finance in- 
quiry. 

The fund-raiser. Johnny Chung, 
told investigators chat a large 
part of the nearly $100,000 be gave 
to Democratic causes in the sum- 
mer of im — Including $$0,000 to 
the Democratic National Com- 
mittee — came from China** Peo- 
ple** Liberation Army through* a 
Chinese lieutenant colonel and 
aerospace executive whose father 
was Gen. Liu Huaqlog. the offi- 
cials and lawyers said. 

General Liu was then not only 
China's top military commander 
but also a member of the leader- 
ship of the Communist Party. 

Mr. Chung said the aerospace 
executive, Liu Chao-ying, told him 
the source of the money. At one 
fund-raiser to which Mr. Chung 
gained admission for her. she was 
photographed with President 
Clinton 

A special adviser to the White 
House counsel. Jim Kennedy, said 
today. "We had no knowledge 
about the source of Mr. Chung's 
money or the background of his 
guest. In hindsight it was clearly 
not appropriate for Chung to 
bring her to see the President.” 

, Mr. Chung's acc o unt , coupled 
with supporting documents like 
bank records, is the first direct 
evidence obtained by the Justice 
Department that elements of the. 
Chinese Government made illegal 
contributions to the Democratic 
Party. Under American law. for- 
eign governments are prohibited 
from contributing to political 
campaigns. . . 

While the amount described Is a 


•• tiny part of the $194 million that 
Democrats raised In 1996. Investi- 
gators regard the identification of 
Ms. Liu as a breakthrough to their 
long search for confirmation of a 
"China Plan.” The hum was 
prompted after American intelli- 
gence Intercepted telephone con- 
versations suggesting that Bei- 
„ jing considered covertly influenc- 
ing the American elections 

Senator Fred Thompson. Re- 
publican of Tennessee and chair- 
man of the Senate* committee In- 
vestigating campaign finance, 
sought evidence of the plan, but 
Mr. Chung's account did not come 
until the committee Issued Its re- 
port this year. Tonight, the Fed- 
eral Bureau of Investigation 
briefed Senate staff members 
about Mr. Chung's cooperation, 
according to officials. 

. Mr. Chung,.* Southern Califor- 
nia businessman, began cooperat- 
ing with investigators after he 
pleaded guilty in March to cam- 
paiga-related bank and tax fraud. 
He is the first defendant In the 
Justice Department inquiry to 
agree to cooperate. 

It Is not clear whether other 
Chinese officials or executives 
were Involved In the purported 
payments by Ms. Liu. or what her 
motivation or the Chinese mili- 
tary's might have been.’ At the 
time. President Clinton was mak- 
ing It easier for American dvQIaa 
communication satellites to be 
launched by Chinese rockets, a 
key issue for the Chinese army 
and for Ms. Lin’s company, which 
sells missiles for the, military and 
also has a troubled space subsid- 
iary. 

. The President's decision was 
valuable to Ms. Liu because It 
enabled her company to do more 
business with American compa- 
nies, but it bad also been sought 
by American aerospace c or por a - 


‘Continucd on Page A20 
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Commission offers an 
online guide to federal 
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Chinese Embassy Role in Fund-Raising Probed 

By Bob Woodward and Brian Duffy 
Washington Post Staff Writers 
Thursday, February 13, 1997; Page A01 

A Justice Department investigation into improper political fund-raising activities has 
uncovered evidence that representatives of the People's Republic of China sought to 
direct contributions from foreign sources to the Democratic National Committee before 
the 1996 presidential campaign, officials familiar with the inquiry said. 

Sensitive intelligence information shows that the Chinese Embassy on Connecticut 
Avenue NW here was used for planning contributions to the DNC, the sources said. 
Some information was obtained through electronic eavesdropping conducted by federal 
agencies. 

The information gives the Justice Department inquiry what is known as a foreign 
counterintelligence component, elevating the seriousness of the fund-raising 
controversy, according to some officials. 

The sources declined to provide details about the scope of the evidence relating to the 
alleged efforts by the Chinese representatives. They also declined to specify what 
foreign contributions might have been involved, but they said the new evidence now 
being scrutinized in the inquiry is serious. 

A Chinese Embassy spokesman denied yesterday that his government had anything to 
do with improper efforts to influence the administration. "We have done nothing of that 
scat," the spokesman said. 

White House press secretary Michael McCurry said yesterday that "to the best of my 
knowledge, no one here had any knowledge of' the allegations concerning the Chinese. 
He said the White House would have no further comment. 

The evidence relating to the Chinese government led Justice Department lawyers and 
FBI executives to increase the uimiber of FBI special agents working on a special 
investigative task force from a handful to 25, including several specialists in foreign 
counterintelligence investigations, sources said. Laura Ingersoll, a Justice Department 
attorney assigned a leading role on the fund-raising task force, has security clearances to 
investigate a variety of sensitive intelligence matters, officials said. 

The new dimension to the fund-raising investigation could result in Attorney General 
Janet Reno eventually recommending that the matter be turned over to an independent 
counsel, according to one well-placed source. Reno so far has declined requests for an 
independent counsel, saying that the Justice Department task force can conduct a full 
and independent inquiry and that there is no specific and credible allegation of 
wrongdoing against any of the senior executive branch officials covered by die 
Independent Counsel Act. Such a finding would have to be made by the Justice 
Department task force before Reno could recommend appointment of an independent 
counsel. 

Washington and Beijing have been at odds over human rights and trade issues, but the 
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Ginton White House has been seeking recently to improve relations. Secretary of State 
Madeleine K. Albright is traveling to Beijing later this month* and President Clinton 
announced in his State of the Union message* that he also would visit. He has extended 
an invitation to Chinese President Jiang Zemin to come to Washington. 

The Chinese effort to win influence with the Clinton administration can be traced to 
1993, one source said. During the Reagan and Bush administrations, the Chinese 
government felt comfortable dealing with Washington. During the 1992 presidential 
campaign, authorities in Beijing spoke openly about wanting Bush to win reelection 
because he was an "old friend" of China. Clinton had criticized the Bush administration 
during the campaign for "coddling" Beijing and giving China most- favored-nation trade 
status after the 1989 crackdown in Tiananmen Square. 

After Clinton defeated Bush, Chinese officials were uncertain about how to deal with 
the new administration, officials said, even though as president, Clinton essentially 
adopted the Bush policy toward Beijing. The Chinese Foreign Ministry has long urged 
the leadership in Beijing to increase its lobbying efforts in Washington, arguing that 
China has lagged behind Taiwan and Israel in trying to influence U.S. policy. 

Some investigators suspected a Chinese connection to the current fund-raising scandal 
because several DNC contributors and major fund-raisers had ties to Beijing. Last 
February, Charles Yah Lin Trie, a fund-raiser for the Democratic National Committee, 
used his influence with party officials to bring Wang Jun, head of a weapons trading 
company owned by the Chinese military, to a White House coffee with Clinton. 

Wang also heads a prominent, state-owned investment conglomerate. Clinton has since 
said he should not have met with Wang, and S 640,000 in checks that Trie delivered to 
president's legal defense fund has been returned because of questions about the source 
of the funds. 

Another reason investigators suspected a Chinese connection was the role of John 
Huang, a former Commerce Department official and DNC fund-raiser now at the center 
of the campaign controversy. An American citizen bom in China and raised in Taiwan, 
Huang has said he now has no friends or relatives in China. But Huang is a former 
executive of the Lippo Group, a highly profitable Indonesian conglomerate owned by 
the Riady family, who are ethnic Chinese. Lippo has extensive interests in China, 
including approval to build a power plant in Fujian Province, Huang’s place of birth. 

In 1993, Lippo sold 50 percent of its holdings in one of its banks, Hong Kong Chinese 
Bank - where Huang was a vice president in the mid-1980s - to a corporation run by 
the Chinese government 

Huang was not the only Lippo executive to get a job with the Ginton administration. In 
December 1 994, U.S. Trade Representative Mickey Kantor named Lippo's president of 
securities, Charles De Queljoe, to the Investment and Services Advisory Committee. 
Huang had sought jobs at the State Department and the National Security Council staff 
for De Queljoe, a big Democratic giver, in an early 1993 letter to the White House. 

Last month. Rep. Gerald B.H. Solomon (R-N.Y.), chairman of the House Rules 
Committee, asked FBI Director Louis J. Freeh to investigate Huang and the Lippo 
Group, with an eye to "potential economic espionage against the United States by a 
foreign corporation having direct ties to the People's Republic of China." 

Solomon said then that he was concerned about Huang’s access to intelligence 
information and dozens of calls Huang made from Commerce to the Lippo Group. He 
also asked Freeh to investigate apparent discrepancies in the birth date listed on Huang's 
visa application forms and his government employment forms. 
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Huang was employed at Lippo for nine years before he joined the Commerce 
Department as deputy assistant secretary for international economic policy. His 
severance package from Lippo totaled $788; 750. 

Huang was given a top-secrct clearance at Commerce after what Republicans have 
called a lax background investigation. Despite Huang’s extensive ties to Lippo, the 
background investigation was limited to ms activities in the United States because he 
had lived here for more than five years. Commerce officials now say they wish a 
foreign background check had been done, even though it was not required. 

In preparation for his job at Commerce, Huang received an interim security clearance 
while he was still working at Lippo. But Commerce Department officials said that did 
not entitle him to see any classified information, and they maintain he saw none. 
Because of a bureaucratic error, the officials said, Huang retained his top-secret 
clearance after he left the Commerce Department to become a DNC vice chairman in 
December 1995. 

During his 1 8 months at Commerce, Huang was scheduled to attend 37 intelligence 
briefings, including briefings on China, and saw more than two dozen intelligence 
reports. 

From his Commerce Department office, Huang made more than 70 phone calls to a 
Lippo-controfied bank in Los Angeles. The calls are now being scrutinized by the 
Justice Department task force. 

Huang's message slips from the Commerce Department also show a call from one 
Chinese Embassy official in February 1995 and three calls from the embassy's 
commercial minister in June and August of that year. 

According to Huang's Commerce Department desk calendar entries, obtained by The 
Washington Post, he had three meetings scheduled with Chinese government officials. 
He was slated to go on a U.S. government-sponsored trip to China in June 1995 that 
was canceled. He attended a policy breakfast at the Chinese Embassy in October 1995 
and a dinner there the same month, his calendar shows. 

One of the many unexplained records from Huang's files shows an unusual travel 
pattern in the fall of 1995. His expense account records show he left his Commerce 
Department office to visit the Indonesian Embassy on Massachusetts Avenue NW on 
Oct. 1 1 , claiming a $5 reimbursement for taxicab fare. The expense records indicate 
Huang did not return to his office at Commerce until the following day - when he took 
another 55 cab ride, not from the Indonesian Embassy but, according to his records, 
from the "residence of the Chinese ambassador." 

Staff writers Susan Schmidt, Sharon LaFraniere and Lena H. Sun, special correspondent 
Anne Farris and research assistant Jeff Glasser contributed to this report 

© Copyright 1997 The Washington Post Company 
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FBI Had Overlooked Key Files 
In Probe of Chinese Influence 


yjH 'By Bob Woodward * 

The FBI has acknowledged over- 
looking key intelligence information 
gathered as far back as 1991 that 
investigators believe shows further 
Chinese government efforts to buy 
political influence in the United 
States, senior U.S. government 
sources said yesterday. 

Attorney General Janet Reno 
learned of the new evidence on the 
night of Nov. 5. A senior Justice 
Department official said Reno was 
“bvid*' at the FBI foul-up and two 
days later apologized to Sen. Fred D. 
Thompson (R-Tenn.) for failing to 
disclose information that was ger- 


mane to Senate hearings into cam- 
paign fund-raising abuses. Thomp- 
son had suspended his committee's 
hearings Oct 31. 

FBI Director Louis J. Freeh, who 
also apologized to Thompson, has 
replaced the senior FBI official over- 
seeing the bureau's investigation in- 
to suspected Chinese influence buy- 
ing. officials said. 

The newly discovered intelli- 
gence, much of it culled from elec- 
tronic surveillance conducted by die 
FBI and other U.S. agencies over the 
past six years, includes evidence of 
the magnitude and means by which 
Beijing hoped to influence U.& elec- 
tions. several officials said. The evi- 
dence also shows links between the 


Chinese government and several 
U.S. citizens, including a Democratic 
fund-raiser in Los Angeles whom 
several officials characterize as an 
•agent" for the Chinese. Officials 
would not provide details of the 
highly classified intelligence. 

These developments come only 
two months after Reno, vowing “to 
make sure that no stone is left un- 
turned.’ ordered a major Justice 
Department shake-up and replaced 
the head of a department task force 
looking into campaign finance viola- 
tions . The continuing series of Jus- 
tice missteps demonstrates ’remark- 
able incompetence,’ one senior 
government official said, and is like- 
ly to increase Republican pressure 
on Reno to seek the appointment of 
See FBI, A1 9, Coll 


■ Attomev general extends probe of Interior Secretary Babbitt PageA22 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Aimant Attorney General Wuhi*g*m, DC 20530 

DEC 30 S& 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
U S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of December 7, 1998. Most assuredly, the Department 
of Justice understands and shares your concerns about leaks of confidential information. The 
Attorney General has never authorized or approved any leaks and is committed to eliminating 
them In fact, a number of the articles that you mention are, or have been, the subject of leak 
investigations conducted by the Office of the Inspector General, the Office of Professional 
Responsibility, or the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Your letter has been referred to those 
department components to determine whether further investigations would be appropriate. 

While these specific matters are committed to the consideration of those components, I 
would point out that it is far from clear that the leaks in question came from sources within the 
Department of Justice. When the person providing the allegedly leaked information is described 
as “a senior government official*’ or an “official familiar with the document,” as is the case for 
some of the articles you mention, the information could have come from persons outside the 
Department with access to this information. 

Moreover, much of the allegedly leaked information is critical of the Administration or the 
Attorney General, including the Wall Street Journal article of August 3, 1998 about Mr. La 
Bella's memorandum, the quotations about the La Bella memorandum that appeared in the Los 
Angeles Times and Washington Post on July 24, 1998, and the quotations contained in articles on 
the campaign financing investigation that appeared in the Washington Post on May 16, 1998, 
November 14, 1997, and February 13, 1997, and in the New York Times on May 15, 1998. 

None of these disclosures appears to have been intended to assist the Attorney General or the 
Administration. 

You should also be aware that at least some of the articles that contain leaks attributed to 
Department officials are not accurate. For example, as we have previously told your staff; an 
article in the October 2, 1 998 edition of the Washington Post incorrectly states the status of the 
investigation of John Huang. The fact that the article purports to cite a “senior Justice 
Department official” does not guarantee that the article contains accurate information. 
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The Justice Department continues to be concerned about the leaks that affect its work, 
and to consider whether additional steps should be taken to deter leaks and identify and hold 
responsible those who inappropriately disclose information. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if we can be of further assistance. 


Sincerely, 


(ffijttl'lUs} 'fytvtlt*- 


Dennis K. Burke 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc The Honorable Henry A Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member, Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight 


- 2 - 
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ILSL Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Animat Attorney General 


DlC 20530 


JAN 4 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 


This is in response to your letter of September 23, 1998, 
concerning the travelers checks issued from the Bank of Central 
Asia. I apologize for the delay in our response. 

As you know, the Department is working with the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation Legat in the region to obtain the 
records. Despite repeated requests by the Legat, the documents 
have not yet been provided. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of further 
assistance on this or any other matter. 


Sincerely, 


fyftyuo i&wh- 


Dennis K. Burke 
Acting Assistant 


Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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January 11, 1999 


Craig S. Iscoe, Esq- 

Special Counsel to the Deputy Attorney General 

Department of Justice 

IOlh Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20S30 

Re: Request for Document 

Dear Mr. Iscoe: 

I write to confirm our telephone discussion of earlier today. You have informed 
me that you are coordinating the responses of the Department of Justice, the Drug 
Enforcement Agency, and the Federal Bureau of Investigation to the Committee's 
document requests dated November 30, 1 998. You have told me all responsive 
documents will be compil ed by the end of next week, and at that time, you and staff from 
DOJ, DEA, and the FBI will be available to meet with Committee staff to discuss the 
form of the document production to the Committee. 

Please contact me at 225-5074 when you are available to meet 


Very truly yours, 



David A-Kass 

Deputy Counsel & Parliamentarian 
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January 19, 1999 


Craig S. Iscoe, Esq. 

Special Counsel to die Deputy Attorney General 
Depar t m ent of Justice 
10th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D C. 20530 

Re: Request for Documents 

Dear Mr. Iscoe: 


I write to follow up on my letter to you dated January 1 1, 1999. In the letter, 1 
confirmed that you were compiling documents responsive to the Chairman's requests of 
November 30, 199S, to the Department of Justice, the Drug Enforcement Agency, and the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation. You earlier informed me that you planned on bringing 
staff from those agencies to meet with Committee staff by the end of this week to discuss 
your document production. I have not yet heard from anyone in your office to set up this 
meeting, but I look forward to the meeting, and hope to speak with you soon. 


Please contact me at 225-5074 when you are available to meet. 


Very truly youiV' 

fa*— 



David A. Kass 

Deputy Counsel A Parliamentarian 
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January 26, 1999 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Dep a rt m ent of Justice 
Washington, D.C, 20S30 


Dear General Reno: 

In June of last year, this Committee uncovered evidence of illegal conduit 
contributions funded with Visa travelers checks issued by and purchased at the Bank 
Central Asia in Jakarta, Indonesia. Since that time, the Committee has taken a number of 
steps in an attempt to determine the circumstances surrounding the purchase and 
distribution of the checks. Our efforts thus far have been stymied by the lack of foreign 
cooperation, and it appears that the Clinton Administration has bee*' less than vigorous in 
pursuit of these records. 

As 1 have detailed in my previous correspondence with you, on July 29, 1998, the 
Committee formally requested die cooperation of the Indonesian authorities in obtaining 
the release of certain information from Bank Central Asia. We have received no 
response, and based on the Camnuttee's prior attempts to obtain information from foreign 
gover n m e nts during the course of the campaign finance investigation, we expect there 
will not be one. While 1 am disappointed with Indonesian officials, I am not surprised. 

However, from our own United States government, t expect more. The 
Department has informed the Committee, both formally through correspondence and 
informally through conversations with Committee staff, that the travelers checks are a 
key piece of evidence in foe campaign finance investigation. On that point we agree. 

In fret, according to your staffs the Department shares Committee staffs suspicion that 
the travelers checks may very well be connected in some manner to James Riady, a close 
friend of the President 

But what has been done about this? In what approximates a form letter addressed 
to me, on January 4, 1999, Dennis K. Burke, Acting Assistant Attorney General indicated 
that **[t]he Department is working with the Federal Bureau of Investigation Legat in the 
region to obtain the records. Despite repealed requests by the Legal, the documents have 
not yet been provided.** Mr. Burke's letter was in response to my September 23, 1998 
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request that “you share with the Committee any response you received from the 
Indonesian government and all information you have relating to these bank records.” It is 
incredible to think that the Department took over three months to pen this non-responsive 
response of January 4th. Furthermore, the Department has not provided the Committee 
with even one shred of information regarding the efforts of the Justice Department or the 
State Department regarding the travelers checks or the pursuit of information relating to 
those checks. This is particularly troubling in light of information recently received by 
the Committee that the FBI interviewed Antonio Pan in Jakarta regarding the travelers 
checks. Pan is an associate of Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie and James Riady, and has been 
conclusively tied to the distribution of the travelers checks and illegal conduit 
contributions associated therewith. 

I am confident that the Department has additional information to provide the 
Committee regarding the travelers checks. It i r . clear that there should be more of an 
effort by the Clinton Administration to obtain these records. I would welcome an 
opportunity to meet with you regarding your efforts and review all relevant materiSI^ I 
would also like to discuss the degree to which you have pursued and the Chinese 
government has provided financial information of import to the campaign finance 
investigation. Please contact my Chief Counsel Barbara Comstock to arrange a meeting 
at your earliest convenience. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter, and I await your response. 


Sincerely, 



Cr> 

Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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January 29, 1999 


Craig Iscoe, Esq. 

Counsel to the Deputy Attorney General 
Dexmrtinent of Justice 
10® and Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, DC 20530 

Re: J fi BUgyllLiP? ? 


Dear Mr. Iscoe: 

Thank you for meeting with us yesterday. To recap, it is our understanding that 
the DOJ will make a good faith effort to provide the requested documents agreed 
upon at yesteiday 's meeting by February 5, 1 999. During the meeting you indicated 
that you would provide the Committee with documents described as hems # 1 and 2 
in our letter of November 30, 1998, and the Committee agreed to restrict the 
documents requested in item # 3 to information relating only to extradition issues in 
Venezuela. Additionally, items # 4, 5, 6 and 7 will be supplied to die Committee 
once certain redactions are made relating to confidentiality concerns. 

Further, it is our understanding that you will make inquiries concerning N ADDIS, 
DEA policy on disclosure of its records, and any requester tracking system that is 
employed with N ADDIS. Finally, you agreed to find out what the DEA’s policy is 
with regards to allowing its personnel to testify in civil actions relating to their 
assignments. 

Thank you again for your assistance and please do not hesitate to call if you have 
any questions or concerns. 


Very truly yours. 




Marc A. Chretien 
Senior Investigative Counsel 
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February 11, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

I write regarding the continued failure of the Justice Department to cooperate with 
the Government Reform Committee’s legitimate oversight of the Department. The 
Department’s lack of cooperation has been a serious problem that has hampered this 
Committee’s work. While nay staff has received numerous assurances from your staff 
that the Department will bemore cooperative in the 106th Congress, it appears that the 
Department is assuming the same position as it did last year, when it either delayed 
production of or refused to produce many requested documents, leading to your citation 
for contempt of Congress by die Committee. 

As you may know, on November 30, 1998, 1 sent separate document requests to 
the Justice Department, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and the Drug Enforcement 
Agency. In those requests, I asked for all responsive documents to be produced to the 
Committee by January 4, 1 999. However, we received no documents by the requested 
date. Rather, we received a telephone call from Associate Deputy Attorney General 
Craig Iscoe, informing us that the Department would be unable to produce the documents 
on time, and instead, would prefer to meet with Committee staff to discuss the 
Department’s document production. Committee staff met with Mr. Iscoe and Faith 
Burton, and at that meeting, your staff assured the Committee staff that they would 
receive the requested documents by February 5, 1999. 

However, on February 5, Mr. Iscoe informed Committee staff that his secretaries 
were unable to Bates-starap the documents in time to send them to the Committee by the 
close of business. Committee staff agreed to extend the deadline for production to 
Monday, February 8, when presumably. Justice Department staff could apply the 
appropriate stamps to the documents. At the end of the day on February 8, Mr. Iscoe 
again called Committee staff to inform them that Dennis Burke, the Acting Assistant 
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Attorney General for Legislative Affairs, was out of town, and was unable to sign the 
letter of transmittal, again preventing the documents from being provided, to the 
Committee. Committee staff yet again agreed to extend the deadline for production of 
documents. On February 9, Mr. Iscoe called the Committee staff to inform them that he 
was unable to provide the documents, even though they had been Bates-stamped, and 
even though the letter of transmittal had been signed. According to Mr. Iscoe, another 
individual at the Department of Justice had chosen to review the documents before they 
were provided to the Committee. Presumably, there had not been enough time to review 
the documents in the preceding two months. 

Yesterday, February 10, Committee staff was informed by Mr. Iscoe that the 
requested documents had been reviewed, and were ready to be sent Unfortunately, 
according to Mr. Iscoe, there was no one at the Department of Justice who was available 
to bring the documents to the Committee offices. Mr. Iscoe apologized for this 
embarrassing failure, and committed to bring the documents to the Committee offices 
personally on February 1 1, 1999. As of 5:00 p.m., the Committee has not received any 
documents. 

The saga of my November 30, 1998, document request is unfortunately typical. 
My staff and ! are familiar with the bureaucratic delays that often accompany document 
productions from the Executive Branch. However, the Justice Department has 
distinguished itself from every other agency - with the possible exception of the White 
House - with both the length and inexcusable nature of its delays. 1 will provide here just 
a partial list of past and present failures by the Justice Department to provide requested 
material on a timely basis: 

• On August 13, 1998, the Committee requested an interview with Richard 
Gregorie, an Assistant U.S. Attorney in the Southern District of Florida. Despite 
a number of follow-up requests, we received no response until Committee staff 
personally raised the issue with your staff in a meeting in February 1999. 

• Several weeks ago, Committee staff requested to interview Mr, Gregorie’s 
supervisor in the Southern District of Florida. We have yet to receive a response 
to this request. 

• On January 9, 1998, the Committee sent a document request to the Department, 
requesting materials relating to various immigration matters. After numerous 
delays, the documents were finally provided many months later. At one point, 

Mr. Iscoe even informed Committee staff that he had to personally Bates-stamp 
the requested documents because he did not have adequate staff. I am tempted to 
ask whether Mr. Iscoe’ s efforts are indicative of the resources that you have 
devoted to the campaign finance investigation. 

• Of course, on July 24, 1 998, the Committee subpoenaed memoranda prepared by 
Louis Freeh and Charles La Bella regarding their advice to you that you were 
required by law to appoint an Independent Counsel to investigate the campaign 
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finance scandal. You refiised to comply with that subpoena, citing the 
“unprecedented” nature of that request. The Committee, in both letters and 
hearings, pointed out that its request was consistent with many precedents, 
nevertheless, you still refused to comply, leading the Committee to cite you for 
contempt. Now, many months later, your staff has informed Committee staff that 
they now agree that the Committee’s demand was not unprecedented, and in fact, 
is consistent with past Congressional requests. 

As you can see by this partial chronology, the Committee is justified in viewing 
the Department’s promises of cooperation with great suspicion. Your staff at the Justice 
Department seems to be enlisting almost every excuse, no matter how outlandish, to 
avoid cooperating with the Committee. Indeed, it appears that there is no shortage of 
energy at the Department to leak derogatory material about the Independent Counsel; if 
only this surfeit of enthusiasm could be harnessed in your campaign finance investigation 
or in complying with legitimate requests of this Committee. 



cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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February 1 1, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United States 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

Yesterday’s article in the New York Times ; “U.S. Inquiry on Starr is Seen,” is only the 
latest in a long line of what appear to be politically motivated leaks emanating from your 
Department. While Department of Justice leaks aimed at Judge Starr are not new, the fact that 
such sensitive information would be leaked to the press in the closing days of the Senate 
impeachment trial raises the specter of political interference. In November, shortly before Judge 
Starr’s Judiciary Committee appearance, damaging information was also leaked in a partisaniy 
timed manner. As my Senate colleague Senator Domenici noted is today's New York Post: 
“She’s [the Attorney General] not investigating anybody else. I don’t know why she’s 
investigating him.” 

On Tuesday of this week it was trumpeted in the media that the Department will 
“investigate the handling of the Lewinsky matter.” In an Associated Press report, the 
information is attributed to a “Government official, who spoke on the condition of anonymity.” 
(See Attachment 1) On Wednesday, die New York Times reported the department will “begin 
an inquiry to determine whether Kenneth W. Stan’s prosecutors misled Attorney General Janet 
Reno about possible conflicts of interest when they obtained permission to investigate the 
Lewinsky matter.” As with the report on Tuesday, the information is derived from “officials, 
who spoke on the condition of anonymity.” (See Attachment 2) 

On October 2, 1998, “a senior Justice Department official” used the Washington Post as a 
forum to diminish John Huang’s relevance and importance to the D ep art ment of Justice’s 
campaign finance investigation. This extraordinarily counterproductive — and politically 
motivated - leak by a Department of Justice employee was followed by your assurance to this 
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Committee that you would conduct an investigation. Despite my request that this committee be 
kept informed, as of this date, ail we have heard is that there is supposedly an ongoing 
investigation — which has apparently been ongoing almost since the beginning of the campaign 
finance investigation. Not surprisingly, your own investigation of your own Department's leaks 
has apparently yielded nothing. For over two years your Department has leaked in a politically 
timed manner - even leaking highly classified information. 

With this politically motivated Department of Justice leak as background - not to 
mention disturbing leaks pertaining to DNC issue advertisements, die La Bella memorandum, 
Johnny Chung’s testimony, and the "China Han” - we now have this political attack on 
Independent Counsel Starr. Indeed, Department spokesmen have commented on numerous 
occasions when questioned about investigations pertaining to Democrats that department policy 
is to “neither confirm nor deny an investigation.” It certainly appears that when it is politically 
expedient, this policy is not followed. 

Both the substance and die timing of the material emanating from the Department of 
Justice — particularly in light of the Senate impeachment vote this week — suggest that someone 
in the department, possibly a senior official with access to this sensitive information, is 
attempting to influence the outcome of the Senate trial. As I stated in my letter of December 7, 

1 998, “it appears that many in the senior ranks of the Justice Department may be attempting to 
aid the Administration by prematurely releasing information.” (See Attachment 3) As many 
have noted in observing your inappropriate insistence on overseeing of the politically tainted 
campaign finance investigation, this is the most partisan Justice Department since Watergate. 

These attacks on the Independent Counsel are pernicious. They represent a politicization 
of the Department of Justice. As the Senate deliberates in an attempt to determine the place of 
the rule of law in our democracy, ihe Administration, through your department, has fired yet 
another shot across the bows of justice. The tactics presently employed will leave a diminished 
Department. of Justice, and do irreparable harm to the rule of law in this country. 

At a bare minimum, the selective leaking of information about your internal investigation 
into the Office of Independent Counsel Starr brings into question die legitimacy of the 
investigation and the motivation behind bringing it In addition, given that most of these 
allegations have already been dismissed by Judge Norma Holloway Johnson, the motivation 
behind pursuing these allegations is even more suspect. While we are all well aware that 
Presidential allies such as James Carville have declared war on Independent Counsel Starr, we 
would hope that the generals of that war would not be working at the Department of Justice. 



Chairman 
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cc: Director of the FBI Louis Freeh 

H. Marshall Jarrett, Counsel, Office of Professional Responsibility 

Attachments 
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THE INDEPENDENT COUNSEL 

U.S. Inquiry on Starr Is Seen 


WASHINGTON, FA. 8 (AP) — 
The Justice Department has ad- 
vised Kenneth W. Starr that H wfll 
investigate his handttag at the 
Lewinsky matter, but It has not 
started the inquiry. Government 
officials have said 

The department’s Internal 
watchdog agency, the Office at 
Professional Responsibility, re- 
cently told Mr. Starr of its plan to 
begin an Investigation of several 
matters, but the office is a w a itin g 
his respo nse before starting the 
inquiry, said the Government offi- 
cials. who spoke on the condition 
of anonymity. 

One topic for die i mpend i n g In- 
vestigation is the Jan. it, 1998, 
offer by Mr. Starr’s deputies to 
Monica S. Lewinsky at an immu- 
nity deal conditioned on her not 
discussing it with her lawyer, 
Frank Carter. 

Justice Department rules pro- 
hibit Federal prosecutors from 
discussing immunity deals with 
defendants outside the prese n c e 
of their lawyers. 

Mr. Starr's office is required to 
follow those rules unless doing so 
would undermine the purpose of 
an investigation. 

Mr. Starr has d eni e d say im- 
propriety in his office's dealings 
with Ms. Lewinsky. 

Last November, the depart- 
ment came to the brink of investi- 
gating Mr. Starr over die han- 
dling of the immunity deal and 
ocher matters, but he protested in 
a visit with top Justice offic ials . 

Afterward, Justice officials 
said they had dismissed sane of 
the accusations against Mr. Starr 
but had written him a letter seek- 
ing his response to others. 

They insisted at that time that 
an investigation had aot been 
opened. 

Attorney General Janet Reno 
has the authority to di smiss Mr. 
Starr if she finds good cause. 


The accusations against Mr. 
Starr have come from legal ob- 
servers, some Democratic mem- 
bers of Congress and President 
Clinton's lawyer, David E. Ken- 
dall 

Ms. Reno has let Judge Norma 
Holloway Johnson of Federal Dis- 
trict Court handle the investiga- 
tion of alleged grand jury leaks 
from Mr. Starr’s staff because 
Judge Johnson, as chief judge 
here, oversees the grand Jury. 

The judge named s special 
master to look into the accusa- 
tions. 

Mr. Starr has picked a team of 
former Justice officials to over- 
see an investigation of whether 
one of his main Whitewater wit- 
nesses, David Kale, received cash 
from people working for Ameri- 
can Spectator magazine. 


Lawyers Te Oppose Counsel Law 

LOS ANGELES, Feb. 8 (Reu- 
ters) — The American Bar Asso- 
ciation, which had urged the cre- 
ation of die independent counsel 
taw that gave Mr. Starr tbs power 
to investigate President Clinton, 
voted today to oppose the renewal 
of the law. 

Although the association had 
long supported the 1878 law, its 
policy-making House of Dele- 
gates voted 384 to 48 to oppose 
renewal of the law, which ex p ir e s 
in June. 

The association, with 400,000 
members, is a powerful voice in 
Washington. 

The association’s president. 
Philip Anderson of Little Rock. 
ArlL, said he believed diet the 
vote did not reflect feeUngs about 
any one investigation or prosecu- 
tor. 

”1 believe the bouse voted as it 
did based on cumulative evidence 
of dm last 28 years," kb. Ander- 
son said. 
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Inquiry to Ask Whether Reno 
Was Misled by Starr’s Office 

By DAVID JOHNSTON and Dm VAN NATTA Jr, 


WASHINGTON, Feb. 9 - The Jus- 
tice Department has decided to begin 
an inquiry to determine whether 
Kenneth W. Starr's prosecutors mis* 
led 'Attorney Genera] Janet Reno 
about possible conflicts of interest 
when they obtained permission to 
investigate the Lewinsky matter in 
January 1998, Government officials 
said today. 

. Among other concerns, the inquiry 
will focus on whether the prosecutors 
should have disclosed the contacts 
between Mr. Starr’s office and the 
Paula Jones legal team in the weeks 
leading up to Mr. Starr’s decision to 
ask Ms. Reno to expand his inquiry 
beyond the Whitewater matter, said 
the officials, who spoke on the condi- 
tion of anonymity. 

In recent months, documentation 
has emerged indicating that there 
were conversations between a pros- 
ecutor in Mr. Starr’s office and a 
lawyer working behind the scenes 


with the Jones legal team from No- 
vember 1997 to January 1998. 

But a series of newly disclosed 
notes taken at the initial meetings on 
Jan. 15 and Jan. 16, 1968, between Mr. 
Starr’s prosecutors and Justice De- 
partment officials, shows that the 
prosecutors flatly asserted that 
there had been no contacts with the 
Jones team. 

For example, Eric K. Holder Jr., 
the Deputy Attorney General, wrote 
in his three pages of notes of a Jan. 
15, 1996, meeting with Mr. Starr’s 
prosecutors: ’’They've had no con- 
tact with plaintiffs attys.” 

Handwritten notes by two other 
Justice Department officials. Monty 
Wilkinson and Josh Hochberg, cor- 
roborate the statements attributed to 
Mr, Starr’s prosecutors. 

Moreover, notes taken by another 
participant in the meeting, Steven 
Bates, a prosecutor in Mr. Starr’s 
office, indicate that Jackie M. Ben- 
nett, one of Mr. Starr's deputies, told 
the Justice Department officials: 
'‘We’ve had no contact with the 
plaintiffs’ attorneys. We’re con- 
cerned about appearances.” 

The notes have become crucial ev- 
idence in the Justice Department in- 
quiry, which will be conducted by the 
Office of Professional Responsibility, 
which investigates prosecutorial 
misconduct. The lawyers’ notes be- 
came public just last month as part 
of the Senate record of documents 
related to the impeachment trial of 
the President. 

The truthfulness of Mr. Starr’s 
prosecutors is one of several Issues 
that the department wants to exam- 
ine, the Government officials said. 
Lawyers in the ethics office also in- 
tend to investigate whether Mr. Starr 
abused his authority to. convene 
grand Juries, or Improperly pressed 
w i t ne s se s like Ms. Lewinsky, and dis- 
closed secret grand jury information 
to repor t er s , die officials said. 

Mr. CHnton's lawyers and support 
era have long contended that then 


Continued on Page A2J 
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December 7, 1 998 

The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear General Reno: 


As you know, 1 have bad an ongoing concern that political appointees at the 
Justice Department have leaked material from the campaign finance investigation, 
including reportedly highly classified information, to the press. I have sent a number of 
letters to you with examples of leaks by high-ranking Justice Department officials, yet, 
the problem continues unabated. The last several weeks have seen major leaks from 
Justice Department investigations. I have summarized these leaks in this letter in the 
hope that you will take some corrective action. 


1 also bring this matter to your attention because it underscores the point that I 
have been making for almost two years - that the law requires and the facts necessitate 
that you appoint an independent counsel to investigate the campaign finance scandal. 

The Independent Counsel Act is meant in part to protect the Justice Department from an 
appearance of a conflict of interest when investigating the President or other high-level 
officials. When your investigation leaks to this extent, it renews my concern that your 
investigation is not independent or impartial. Rather, it appears that many in the senior 
ranks of the Justice Department may he attempting to aid the Administration by 
prematurely releasing information. These leaks erode your credibility in a number of 
ways: 

• These leaks constitute the improper release of sensitive information. The leaks have 
contained information that appears to be covered by Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure, or that is reportedly classified. Leaks by u senior Justice 
Department officials could provide a “heads up” to targets of investigations, and may 
compromise various investigations conducted by the Department. 

• Your senior aides at the Justice Department are releasing this information at the same 
time that you are refusing to comply with lawful Congressional subpoenas for two 
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investigative memoranda. You base your refusal to comply with this Committee’s 
subpoena on the purported harm that would befall your investigation if you produced 
the subpoenaed documents. Yet, you apparently allow your aides to discuss precisely 
the same information with newspaper reporters. 

• These leaks lead many to conclude that the Justice Department has a partisan agenda. 
It appears that many of the leaks have been timed to minimize the impact of harmful 
news for the Administration, or in other cases, they are used to undermine die 
credibility of individuals offering testimony against the Clinton Administration. 

Even as you considered whether to appoint an independent counsel to investigate 
the fundraising telephone calls of Vice President Gore, senior staffers at the Justice 
Department were discussing your decisionmaking process with several newspapers. On 
November 24, 1998, the New York Times reported a number of details of the debate 
among your advisors in the decisionmaking process, and concluded that you were 
“unprepared to declare whether [you] had decided to refer the allegations about Mr. 
Gore’s case to an outside prosecutor . . . .” David Johnston, “Reno 's Aides Split on 
Merits of Need for Gore Prosecutor, ” New York limes, November 24, 1998 
(Attachment 1). That same day, the Washington Times cited Justice Department officials 
saying that “they believe die attorney general will reject accusations that there is specific 
ami credible evidence of criminal wrongdoing (in the Gore case.]” Jerry Seper, “No 
Outside Counsel Likely in Probe of Gore Campaign Calls, ” Washington Times, 
November 24, 1998 (Attachment 2). These reports are troubling in that they contain 
details of your decisionmaking process, and that they also indicate that a number of your 
close advisors believed that you had already made up your mind, even though you had 
not shared that conclusion with the public. 

As you can see from the following summary, it appears that the Justice 
Department has a considerable problem with leaks in this highly-charged investigation, 
which may lead to the highest levels of the White House and the Democratic National 
Committee. It also appears that some individual or individuals in the senior ranks of die 
Justice Department may be using leaks to pursue a partisan agenda. 

1. Leaks Regarding an Investigation of Independent Counsel Starr 

(hie of the most recent reported leaks by a senior Justice Dep artm e nt official was 
in the November 23, 1 998, Newsweek magazine. According to Newsweek, the Justice 
Department “is close to launching a formal ethics probe into at least one episode of 
[Independent Counsel Kenneth] Starr’s handling of die Lewinsky investigation.” Daniel 
Klaid m a n , “Star on the Stand, " Newsweek, November 23, 1998 (Attachment 3). This 
revelation came only several days before die Independent Counsel’s appearance before 
the Judiciary Committee, and was used as grist for detractors of the Independent Counsel 
at that hearing. As the article notes, this is an ongoing investigation. 

The Independent Counsel is acting in the place of the Justice Department in this 
investigation, and as such, it is improper for the Justice Department to try to impede or 
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denigrate the efforts of the Independent Counsel. Unfortunately, as this Committee 
learned from the testimony of Independent Counsel Donald Smaltz, the Justice 
Department has often impeded the activities of Independent Counsels. Hearing , "The 
Current Implementation of the Independent Counsel Act, ” House Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight, December 10, 1997. Whether or not you have 
approved of this release of information about Independent Counsel Starr, or whether you 
have taken any action to determine the source of the leak is unclear. 

2. Leaks Regarding DNC Issue Ads 

Leaks are even more prevalent in the Justice Department’s campaign finance 
investigation. The day after Justice Department lawyers interviewed President Clinton 
.regarding his role in crafting DNC “issue ads” promoting his presidency, a senior official 
in the Justice Department leaked information relating to that interview. Judging from the 
quote provided to the Washington Post, that senior official clearly gave the reporter the 
impression that it was unlikely that you would appoint an Independent Counsel: 

“[bjecause this involves political speech, which clearly falls under the 
protection of the First Amendment, there is a relatively high threshold for 
determining what constitutes criminal behavior,” said a senior Justice 
Department official. “There are not a lot of mysteries surrounding how 
the DNC ads were produced and financed, but whether anything crossed 
that threshold is another matter.” John F. Harris and Roberto Suro, 

"Clinton: 1996 Issue Ads ' Passed Legal Test, ” Washington Post, 

November 10, 1998 (Attachment 4). 

As you know, Director Freeh and Mr. La Bella have already indicated that an 
independent counsel is mandated by law in this matter; yet senior officials on your 
staff continue to undermine this recommendation. 

3. Leaks Regarding the Investigation of John Huang 

Your staff also has leaked information regarding the investigation of former DNC 
Finance Vice-Chair and Presidential appointee John Huang. On October 2, 1998, the 
Washington Post reported that the Justice Department was no longer seeking to prosecute 
John Huang: 

Now, instead of pressuring Huang to say what he knows about White 
House officials in exchange for immunity from prosecution, federal 
prosecutors are bargaining to get his testimony against Maria Hsia, a 
California fundraiser already under indictment who played a minor though 
controversial role in 1996, according to lawyers close to the case. 

#+♦ 
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And a senior Justice Department official said that some investigators have 
•concluded that Huang does not have information that would support the 
prosecution of the Democratic officials who received and spent the funds 
he raised or the White House officials who promoted his career in 
Washington. 

As a result, attention has turned to the possibility that Huang might be able 
to bolster the endangered case against Hsia. Roberto Suro, M Prosecutors ’ 
Approach to Huang Signals Shift in Campaign Probe , ” The Washington 
Post, October 2, 1 998 (Attachment 5). 

1 have already addressed the disturbing substance of this news story with you in 
another letter. (Attachment 6) However, it is highly improper for senior Justice 
Department officials to be discussing with newspaper reporters prosecutorial strategy 
regarding the central figure in the campaign fundraising scandal, who also happens to be 
a long-time friend of the President. Again, the irony of your refusal to comply with this 
Committee’s subpoena must be noted. You have refused to produce subpoenaed 
documents to this Committee because you are afraid that the members of the Committee 
would publicly disclose a “roadmap” to the investigation. It appears that it is your own 
Justice Department staff that is disclosing your investigative roadmap and signaling 
individuals who many would consider major targets that they need not worry about 
prosecution. 

4. Leaks Regarding the La Bella Memorandum 

In July 1998, shortly after Charles La Bella, the head of die Campaign Finance 
Task Force, gave you his memorandum concluding that you were required by law to 
appoint an Independent Counsel, details of that memorandum were released to the press. 
Again, unnamed "senior Justice Department officials” released sensitive investigative 
materials to several newspapers: 

Government sources, even those speaking anonymously, declined to 
provide specifics on La Bella’s report, which runs more than 100 pages. 

But one source who had read the report said it represents "a fresh approach 
to everything he [La Bella] has seen” and called for legal conclusions and 
steps that had not been advanced earlier. Ronald J. Ostrow, “ Report to 
Reno Urges Independent Counsel on Fund-Raising , " Los Angeles Times, 

July 24, 1998 (Attachment 7). 

Officials familiar with Freeh’s memo last winter and La Bella’s current 
report said that La Bella’s includes a much more extensive review of the 
evidence and makes a firmer conclusion that there are sufficient 
indications of wrongdoing by top officials to oblige Reno to seek an 
outside prosecutor. As with the Freeh memo, the basic argument is that 
top Democratic and White House officials conducted a systematic and 
deliberate effort to circumvent campaign finance laws setting limits on 
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fund-raising and defining what constitutes a legal contribution. Roberto 
. Suro and Michael Grunwald, "Independent Probe of ’ 96 Funds Urged; 

Reno Noncommittal on Campaign Report , ” The Washington Post, July 24, 

1998 (Attachment 8). 

Another leak of the La Bella memorandum occurred in the pages of the Wall 
Street Journal. There, it was reported that the La Bella memorandum focused on 
potential wrongdoing by Harold lekes: 

Charles La Bella’s findings, presented in a lengthy memorandum to Ms. 

Reno, focus sharply on the fUnd-raising efforts of Harold lekes, the former 
deputy White House chief of staff. They form the basis of Mr. La Bella’s 
recommendation that Ms. Reno seek the appointment of an independent 
counsel. Brian Duffy, "Campaign Probe Looked at lekes. Says La Bella, ” 

The Wall Street Journal, August 3, 1998 (Attachment 9). 

This leak included information likely covered by Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure, As you know, when we were permitted to review a copy of the La 
Bella memorandum, your staff redacted all grand jury information from the 
memorandum. The heavily-redacted copy that we reviewed did not contain references to 
particular individuals such as Harold lekes. Therefore, someone on you staff concluded 
that the information about Mr. lekes was covered by Rule 6(e), or was somehow too 
sensitive to be reviewed by members of Congress. However, precisely that information 
was leaked to the press by your staff at the Justice Department 

While you apparently tolerated such public release by your senior staff, you 
refused to provide the same memorandum to Members of Congress charged with 
oversight of the Justice Department. In his testimony before the Committee, Mr. La Bella 
stated that he made only three copies of the memo, one for himself, one for FBI Director 
Louis Freeh, and one for you. He also told the Committee that at least nine copies of the 
memorandum were circulated to senior officials in the Justice Department, including 
political appointees Eric Holder and Robert Litt. Apparently one of the recipients of the 
nine copies that you distributed leaked the contents of Mr. La Bella’s memo. 

5. Leaks Regarding Johnny Chung’s Testimony 

One of the most disturbing leaks to come from the Justice Department concerned 
the testimony of DNC fundraiser Johnny Chung. After Mr. Chung pled guilty to criminal 
charges and began cooperating with the Justice Department, details of his testimony, 
which were reportedly classified, were on the pages of the New York Times and 
Washington Post: 

A Democratic fund-raiser has told Federal investigators he fonneled tens 
of thousands of dollars from a Chinese military officer to the Democrats 
during President Clinton’s 1996 re-election campaign, according to 
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lawyers and officials with knowledge of the Justice Department's 
campaign finance inquiry. 

The fund-raiser, Johnny Chung, told investigators that a large part of the 
nearly $100,000 he gave to Democratic causes in the summer of 1996 - 
including $80,000 to the Democratic National Committee - came from 
China's People's Liberation Army through a Chinese lieutenant colonel 
and aerospace executive whose father was Gen. Liu Huaqing, the official 
and lawyers said. 


**♦ 


A lawyer for Mr. Chung, Brian A. Sun, declined to comment on his 
client's conversations with investigators, citing his client’s sealed plea 
agreement with the Justice Department “Pin shocked that sources at 
the Justice Department would attribute anything like that to my 
client” Jeff Gerth, “Democrat Fund-Reuser Said to Detail China Tie, ” 

New York Times, May 15, 1998 (Attachment 10). 

Democratic fund-raiser Johnny Chung has told Justice Department 
investigators that a Chinese military officer who is an executive with a 
state-owned aerospace company gave him $300,000 to donate to the 
Democrats' 1996 campaign, according to federal officials . . . Roberto 
Sure and Bob Woodward, “Chung Ties China Money to DNC, ” The 
Washington Post, May 16, 1998 (Attachment 1 1). 

After this information was released. Democratic members of this Committee 
attacked Mr. Chung. In violation of an agreement that they made with Mr. Chung, 
Congressmen Waxman and Kanjorski made statements characterizing a confidential 
proffer given by Mr. Chung to the Committee. This attack was designed to harm Mr. 
Chung's credibility, now that he had agreed to cooperate and testify against the 
Democratic National Committee. 1 am disturbed that the leak from your investigation 
triggered this attack on Mr. Chung, and I am troubled that it may have compromised your 
investigation in some way. 

6. Leaks Regarding the “China Plan” 

The Justice Department also appears to have leaked reportedly sensitive 
information relating to the FBI’s investigation of Chinese efforts to influence federal 
elections. In February 1997, The Washington Post published a report describing 
materials that the newspaper reported as gathered by the FBI through electronic 
intelligence: 

A Justice Department investigation into improper political fund-raising 
activities has uncovered evidence that representatives of the People’s 
Republic of China sought to direct contributions from foreign sources to 
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the Democratic National Committee before the 1996 presidential 
campaign, officials familiar with the inquiry said. Bob Woodward and 
Brian Duffy, "Chinese Embassy Role in Contributions Probed; Planning 
of Foreign Donations to DNC Indicated, " The Washington Post, February 
13, 1997 (Attachment 12). 

Despite the fact that this sensitive information was leaked, further information reportedly 
regarding the investigation was again released several months later 

The evidence also shows links between the Chinese government and 
several U.S. citizens, including a Democratic fund-raiser in Los Angeles 
whom several officials characterize as an “agent” for the Chinese. 

Officials would not provide details of the highly classified intelligence. 


#*♦ 


The belatedly discovered files indicate that Maria Hsia - a Taiwanese 
American immigrant who for a decade has raised money for Democratic 
causes - was “doing the bidding” of Beijing as a Chinese agent, a senior 
official said. Bob Woodward, " FBI Had Overlooked Key Files In Probe 
of Chinese Influence, ” The Washington Post, November 14, 1997 
(Attachment 13). 

These leaks of reportedly classified intelligence information are very troubling to me. 

Not only do they potentially compromise an important investigation, they also potentially 
compromise national security information. 

These news reports that 1 have described in this letter represent merely a portion 
of the improper and potentially illegal leaks that apparently have come from senior 
Justice Department sources. I am aware that you have started investigations into some of 
these leaks. However, 1 am disturbed that these leaks are continuing unabated. They may 
potentially undermine the important workof the Department, particularly in the campaign 
finance investigation. 1 have sent a copy of this letter to the Office of Professional 
Responsibility at the Justice Department, so that they can review the history of leaks at 
the Department, and investigate and determine which senior Justice Department officials 
are the source of these highly improper leaks. 

I have made no secret of my firm belief that this investigation of illegal campaign 
fundraising must be conducted by an independent counsel. It is clear that you have 
hopeless conflicts in investigating your own boss. FBI Director Louis Freeh and chief 
prosecutor Charles La Bella have presented you with detailed explanations of why the 
.appointment of an independent cotmsel for this entire investigation is mandated by law. 
However, you have for nearly two yean resisted taking this step, apparently on die 
counsel of political appointees in your department. I hope that you understand that as 
long as important decisions about the course of this investigation are being made by 
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political appointees, this unending stream of leaks will continue to appear politically 
motivated. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


Attachments 

cc: H. Marshall Jarrett, Counsel, Office of Professional Responsibility 

The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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ATTACHMENT 


Reno’s Aides Split on Merits 

Of Need for Gore Prosecutor 



BY DAVID JOHNSTON ft'jf 

WASHINGTON, Nov. 23- Setjofol fund-raWsig meeting, 
of Attor ney General Janet Reno's Some participants of the mooting 
den Okies advised her today In a recalled discussing boar the money 
private me e tin g at the Justice Do* raised by Mr. Gore would be divided 
partmeot that Federal law required for direct sad Indirect campaign ef* 
her to seek an Independent counsel to forts, others said that was nos dJo» 
Investigate Vice President Al Gore's cussed and » few coukl not recall the 
polit ica l fundraising efforts, h««> meeting*! specifics, Isw-enfocco* 
fordeacot officials said. meat officials said. 

Bat other advisers at the meeting In Ufhtctth* conflicting accountt, 

disputed that interpretation of the the si^t among her tap aides reOocts 
law. Ms. Reno, who must decide the a km£tandto| legal debate within 
fesoe by Tuesday, Is stilt considered the Justice Ifopahmewt about how to 
Hlvfr to reject such an appointment, interpret a bey provMn of the ted* 
die official* *aid, amove that would pendent eonsiei Statute. One Side 
spare Mr: Gore further scrutiny at a says lbs law dearly dictates seeking 
critical phase of hls.eftort to solidify an to de pen d ert counsel when tonttw» 
his PrasfdentMl credentials. dktoty evidence cannot be resotvodL 

Ms. Reno has remained taciturn. The other side br arguing that Ms. 
At the conclusion of today's meeting Reno % not obligated to aeek an 
aba told her aides that she was on* indepteftsot' eoonael bec au se the 
prepared to declare whether she had case, 'pen$ 'based on whether the 
decided to rtfeUbe allegations about money Mr.- Gore raised was used 
Mr. Gore's caairte an outskJe.pra* legally, is so technical that a pro* 
ecutor, the officials said The debate, ecumr wouM he unlikely to obtain an 
said one official, was ’‘spirited.” indictment. 

At issue ip Mr. Cora's case Is ms. Kano's decision in the Gore 
whether the Independent counsel law to the first of three Independent 

permits Me. Reno to dose an Inquiry counsel dedstono that she must 
when there are relevant facts In da- mak* m the next two weeks. Under 
putt — in this case conflicting wit- the independent counsel statute,.)!*, 
ness accounts ef senior campaign Reno has 10 days to decide whether 
officials who. along with Mr. Gera, to go forward with an inquiry. The 
attended a Nov. 21 , 19M, White House three-month parted lor Mr. Gore 

~ U - -- ends on Tuesday. After Mr. 'Gore, she 

wmtiwswwiwiw».mffiir«y must dedds next week whether to 
** ****** * 2* seek an appoi ntme n t to the case of 

IT Harold H. lckas, the former Whim 


TOO WAT NOT 


rvasr>.i 


iftuun 




- ADVT. 


aramuo hj 

MhuenswiuMi 


suwimo. 
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Aides Split 
On Prosecutor 
In Gore Case i 

4-& lLiu^ir 

Continued From Page m I 

A^7 f~ I 

chief of H»ff. I 

J2S52S-"? Rwo »™**- 

w whether to *t«k an ouuidec«i»- I 

J^taWigate whether PnwSS 
W* aides broke the law f 
. • multimiUkuHlol. b 

w admtlslQf campaign financed I 

«F«deral rides tank such advtr- I* 

“SL2?8^ to generic party I 
commercials, but Federal Election I 
Commission auditors have saMfe I 
Advertisements directly supported I 
the CJtnton-Gore campaign. I 

Ma Reno, who has referred amu I 

•S*aasaas£ 

«wor». ha* never «llow«tf*i, ou , S ji I 

coun *el to review any »Miir rtirr rlr I 

-WSart- 

ttaoced the 1996 campaign, although I 
*he ha* considered the iuoe mse* 
end occasions. ^ 

“JP««oitor stemmed Jruma^ew I 
Dep * nn * w that I 

^,* ,er ” httle traction for pros- 
teuton trying to seek a » 

criminal coSct ”**'***• * 

^T? nhtkt *- R *Puhlicans in Con- 

StersBssS. 

aSfa*5^'!s: 

s^bssbw. 

aasS-itsus j 

:t^£p 55 S: 


Ma Reno has neen said by some 
Aides to have expressed concetti 
about the conduct of more than one 
independent counsel. She has disap* 
proved of some tactics, for example, 
when prosecutors unfairly expose 
low-level witnesses to the expense 
and embarrassment of criminal in- 
quiries that seemed to continue and 
expand long after departmental 
prosecutors would have dropped 
them. 

Although Ma Reno has been care- 
ful to avoid voicing her complaints in 
public, some of her aides have criti- 
cised the conduct of Kenneth W. 
Starr, the Whitewater prosecutor, 
and Donald C Smalts, the prosecutor 
who has investigated Mike Espy, the 
former Agriculture Secretary. 

In Mr. Core’s cast. Ms. Reno 
opened an inquiry in September after 
a memorandum surfaced with an 
aide's handwritten notes that 
seemed to shed new light on Mr. 
Gore's role. The notes suggested 
that Mr. Core could have known 
much more about the regulatory lim- 
its on his fund-raisir* than the Vice 
President had acknowledged. 

Mr. Gore has said he did not real- 
ize that some of the large contribu- 
tions he solicited in phone calls from 
his White House office would be di- 
vided into different Democratic Par- 
ty accounts. But the memonmdum, 
in which Mr. Gore was said to have 
remarked, “Count me in/* on auk. 
ing fund-raising phone calls, suggest- 
ed that he could have known that the 

money he raised would be split be- 
tween bird and soft money accounts. 

Contributions known as soft mon- 
ey can be used only for limited pur- 
poses to finance general party activi- 
ties like registration drives. They are 

unregulated. Hard money is remrfat- 
ed and subject to limits, and was 
spent directly on CttmofrGoro re- 
election efforts. 

The seemingly technical question 
of whether Mr. Gore knew the dis- 
tinction between bard and soft mon- 
ey is significant became Ms. Reno 
has said that any solicitations for the 

Clinton re-election effort — that is, 
solicitation of hard money — by the 
President or the Viet President 
could have been illegal She reasoned 
that under election laws. Mr. Clinton 
and Mr. Gore were prohibited, as 
Federal officials, from soliciting 
money on Government property. 
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Starr on 
the Stand 

Under siege, the prosecutor — mystified and, as he 
puts it, ‘vexed’ about his low standing— prepares 
to face tough questions. BY DANIEL KLAIDMAN 




F or the past week, the dra* 
conference room of the Office of 
Independent Counsel has Been 
serving as a stand-in for the ornate 
hearing room of the House Judi- 
ciary Committee. There, behind 
closed doors, Ken Stair’s team of lawyers 
has been firing practice questions at the in- 
dependent counsel, the first, and possibly 
the only, witness in the impeachment pro-, 
ceedings against President Clinton. Starr is 
looking forward to “the opportunity,* he 
told one close friend, "bcrsvever nasty the 
questions are." Starr’s poll numbenuhre; 
dipping into the single digits. The mdepen~ 
dent counsel is mystified— “yexerf- <h the* 
word be useir^by the degree jiC.pihJk^ 
calumny against him. Last Friday^NEWtf 1 ' 
weex has learned, the usually 


pered Starr suddenly launched into in 
passioned : soliloquy. Where's the ' 
outrage? • the prosecutor • wondered- 
aloud to his staff. *How can this to' *£] 
accepted by the public and the Coo- r ^ 
gressF* The lesson, he warned, is 'i 
that “stonewalling works. . The lies 
are maintained and th>n you eaw 
change the focus to the prosecutor.* 
Sources tell Newsweek that Stair 
plans to use the hearing to argue that 
the Lewinsky affair is part of a broad- 
er pattern, of obstruction. He will 
make the case that he used the same 
time-honored tactics all prosecutors 
do. He believes, says a friend, that “the 
American people are going to see it 
through his eyes for the first time.* 

Wm it work? Democrats on Capitol 
Hill and the White House profess to be 
worried that Starr will be another Oliver 
North, a surprisingly effective witness in 

hi* own behalf if Car no other reason than 

that expectations are so low. But Starr. 


not the president, may be the real defend- 
ant. At tunes Starr and his team have been 
clumsy and heavy-handed. I acking experi- 
ence as a prosecutor, Starr at first failed to 
rein in his zealous team, then inflated the 
investigation into a moral crusade. 

Still, he plunges ahead. Late last week he 
sent another batch of evidence to Capitol 
Hill, not a formal impeachment "referral" 
this time, but rather testimony about Kath- 
leen Willey's allegations that she was the 
victim of an unwanted sexual advance by 
the president in November l99S. Starr's 
lean believes that Clinton bed to the grand 
jury when he denied making a pass at Wfi- 
.'^Ihe new evidence includes testanouy 
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Barnett has said he was merely trying to r*T 
assure . Willey —at the request of her. 
lawyer— that be was not hostile. Even so, it 
remains a be said/she said case. In a bst- 
ditcb effort an the Wbitewata investiga- 
tion, Starr indicted — for rtw third tw* — 
dint on friend and forma top Justice 
Department official Webster HubbeH 
Starr's deputies have long suspected that 
HubbeD was paid off to keep quiet abot* 
criminal wrongdoing in Wbitewata. But 
the most they woe able to throw at 
HubbeD last week were warmed-over 
charges that be bed to Congress and federal 
regulators about an obscure Arkansas fi- 
nancial deal in the mid-’BOs. Through hit 
lawyer, John NieWs Jr., HubbeD said that 
"It is Dot normal for a pr ose cu tor to keep in- 
dicting the same person ova and ova 
again." There are re f erences in th» indict- 


meat to HiDary Clin too ’• missing law-firm 
bailing records — but no allegation of 
wrongdoing by the Rral Lady. .A White 
House official di smi s se d Starr's latest 
move as "an effort to kick op dust*! 1 ' 

Some of that dust may stick to Starr. 
Newsweek has learned that the Justice 
Department is dose to bunch mg a formal 
ethics probe into at least one episode of 
Starr's handling of the Lewinsky investi- 
gation. On the night the independent 
counsel's deputies first confronted Lewin- 
sky last January and tried to "flip" her— : 
make ha a cooperating witness— Lewin- 
sky asked to talk to her lawyer, Frank 
Carta. According to Lewinsky's later tes- 
timony before the grand jury, Starr's 
deputies discouraged ba. Tbs proeecu-% 
ton, she said, told her that Carter was not 


called ha kwyer^ she risked losing her 
chance to get immunity from pros ec ution. 
Without immunity ? theynwr am ed, she 
faced 27 years in prison. Weeping. Lewin- 
sky said she wanted to caD ha mother. 
Starr’s top deputy, Jackie Bennett, scoffed, 
"You're old enough, you don't need to caD 
your mommy." Under Justice Department 
rules for all federal prosecutors, it is un- 
ethical to keep criminal s us pects from call- 
ing their lawyers. Starr's deputies contend 
that at the time Carta was a potential tar- 
get of their investigation— though it later 
turned out he did nothing wrong. In the 
end, Lewinsky did caD ha motha and re- 
fused to talk to die Feds until she had con- 
sulted a lawyer r 

Democrats are eager to goafta Starr and 
his tactics a! this week's haring. He may he 
accused of neglec ti ng to report evidence 
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that might have undermined the credibility 
of fads key witness. Monies Lewinsky. Clin- 
ton defenders point to the testimony of s 
woman who interviewed Lewinsky for a 
job m New York After the interview, 
Lewinsky preposterously bragged that 
Hillary Clinton had offered to help find bar 

an apartment. « 

The Democrats may be able to chip *' w *7 
at Starr and his case against Clinton. Even 


so, it still appears that the Judiciary Com- 
mittee, dominated by co ns erva tiv es, will 
vote aloof party Hnes to impeach CUnton. 
The real question a what happens when the 
whole House votes on Chzrton's fate, possi- 
bly sometime before Christmas. Many Re- 
publicans— including Rep. Bob Livingston, 
who is expected to succeed Newt Gingrich 
as speaker this week— appear to want the 
whole acandal to just 03 away. By esody next 


year only Ken Starr may remain embattled. 
He wiQ be busy defending investigations 
against has office— for leaking and other 
prosecutorial miacooducL Hie final legacy? 
Next year Congress is supposed to renew 
the law requiring a special prosecutor to in- 
vestigate criminal allegations against top 
federal officials After Starr's probe. Wash 
ington may just let the law quietly expire. 

With Maaa Houdoau. sad Micbasl Is non 



Time to Close Up Shop 

Had enough of Starr & Co.? The case for abolishing the 
independent-counsel statute. By Stuart Taylor Jr. 


T |ew tears ago justice 
Antonin Scalia foresaw 
just about everything 
about the independent- 
counsel law. “fT]be indepen- 
dent counsel ... operating in as 
area where so little is law and 
so much is discretion," wrote 
Scalia in a lone dissent from 
the Supreme Court's 1988 de- 


members rxiwbemg pur 
by independent counsel 
would surely nod in vigorous •» 
agreement. Once a supporter v 
of the statute, I now believe . 
the cure of the independent- 
counsel law u even worse than 
the nsk that some lawlessness 
in high places may go unpun- •* 
ished. Congress should let the 
la w the when it comes up for 


Why? Because, as Scaha 
predicted, too much has gaoe 
lofinde- 


. They are 

.who are appointed by 
a panel of judges at tbe Tequeat 
ofthe attorney general. A 
statutory hair trigger means 
that "oov«red persons,” moat- 
lyhigbetBC U bre-fapuachoffi- 


' force independent probes of ~- 
allegation* that Justice doesn’t 
oonrider serious. The prose cu - 
tors are then given an essen - *’* 
tally unlimited budget and v 
can only be fired for “good - 
cause,' which may be difficult 
to prove. h: 

Prosecutors thus quickly be* 
come fixtures, feeding the un- 
healthy Washington obsession 
with scandal "The notice that 


every iGSSSSSSwSB 
be prosecuted, including — jn- 


tion by thoae In high places, is 
an attractive one.* ScsHa 
wrote. *.. .The reality is, how 
ever, that It ia not as ahaolute- 


weekeoed presidency is one; 
•notberbsubjectinghaghaffi- 
chds to a uniquely mendfeas 
brand erfproe e cmorielscruti- 
ny—whichbatbestadistrac- 
tioo and at worst debabtating. 

The current mess isn't en- 
tirely — or even mostly— • 
Starr’s feuh. CJbntan's own 


stands d wt an independent 
counsel bad to in vesbgsuethe 
Ointoo-Lewinsky evidence. 
The statute requires the attor- 
ney general to aeek an mde- 


ahe receives “specified aad • 
'credible* evidencemp 


mg the president. So even if 
Tripp had instead taken her 
tapes to Janet Reno, the 
statute would have required 
Reno to seek the appointment 
of someone fif not Stanr) as in- 


The statute actually haj few 
friends Moat Dexnoorats be- 
heve that prosecutors should 
not have pestered CSnum 
over has L ewin s ky has, and 

would logically oppose the 
law's renewal in its current 
form. Meanwhile, many Re- 
Duhticans who thought the 


Leanjaworslri and Robert 
Fisks were afl named by Jus- 
tice, not by judges, and all 
were arguably beti a r w a nted 
for their jobs than Stair or 
Lawrence WaUL To be sure, 
form e of wronadamg 


maybe— as weVe seen this 


TATLoa, a senior writer at 
National Journal, it a contri- 
buting editor for Nr 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington. D.C. 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

I am writing with regard to a report in the Washington Post today suggesting that the 
Justice Department is considering granting full immunity to John Huang, a longtime friend of the 
President and major DNC fundraiser. 

. While you continue to protest the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight's 
request for the Freeh and La Bella memoranda, your staff has repeatedly leaked material from 
these memoranda, as well as other task force information and records. Much of the improperly 
leaked information is protected by grand jury secrecy rules according to your own analysis of the 
rules, and some of it provides a road map to the course of your ongoing campaign finance 
investigations. This, of course, is not new information. 

Today, however, the latest disturbing episode involving your campaign task force has 
come to our attention. In an article titled “Prosecutors' Approach to Huang Signals Shift in 
Probe," the Washington Post provides an extensive discussion of John Huang's role in the 
Department of Justice campaign finance task force investigation (article attached). The idea that 
John Huang, a central figure in the millions of dollars in illegal foreign money which flowed into 
the DNC, would be granted immunity at this point for a case involving a lesser figure strikes me 
as absurd. While 1 understand this report may very well be inaccurate, l would note that to 
proceed in such a manner would be tantamount to giving A1 Capone immunity to testify against 
his tax preparer. 
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Regardless of the veracity of the report, the very troubling aspect of this article is the fact 
that a “senior Justice Department official*’ is cited as essentially dismissing the case against John 
Huang. At a time that you are arguing that you cannot give this Committee information that 
would provide a road map to the investigation - a misplaced argument because we have never 
sought such information - you appear content to stand by while the Washington Post points out 
that “a senior Justice Department official said that some investigators have concluded that Huang 
does not have information that would support the prosecution of the Democratic officials who 
received and spent the funds he raised or the White House officials who promoted his career in 
Washington.” This statement is a microcosm of all that is wrong with your decision to supervise 
the campaign finance investigation. 

Let me point out some of the easily identifiable problems: 

• This statement by “a senior Justice Department official” inappropriately diminishes 
Huang's relevance and importance to the overall investigation. 

• This statement and article sends a message to Huang's defense attorneys that might 
embolden them to hold out in the event that deals were being discussed. The underlying 
information is confidential and goes to the heart of how the case against Huang will 
proceed. And yet we read about such confidential prosecutorial matters in the 
Washington Post 

• This report indicates that there are in fact conclusions . Has the Task Force finished its 
investigation? Your new Task Force head David Vicenanzo has barely got his feet wet in 
this investigation and your staff is announcing “that some investigators have concluded” 
various things about John Huang. Did Mr. Vicenanzo approve this statement? Did he 
have an opportunity to review this statement? 

• Your staff have been asking this Committee for months to refrain from using specific 
information that is relevant to the case against Huang. The Department also has refused 
to support any committee requests for immunity in connection with low level witnesses 
with information about John Huang. Yet, now your "senior Justice Department official” 
is sending a message with the Department of Justice's imprimatur that there isn’t much to 
the Huang case. It almost appears that you are preventing Congress from telling the 
American people what we have learned under the guise of not interfering with your 
prosecution, while your own employees go out and undermine the prosecution. 

The conclusion is simple. If you had obeyed the law and appointed an Independent 
Counsel to investigate campaign finance matters — as Director Freeh and Campaign Financing 
Task Force head Charles La Bella had recommended and said that you were legally required to 
do - you would not have "a senior Justice Department official” undermining your own 
prosecution. This episode brings to mind the situation in the early days of your investigation 
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when the FBI refused to give sensitive infonnation about campaign finance issues to your staff at 
the Department of Justice because the FBI felt that it could not trust your staff. This was 
appalling. To make matters worse, you did not even recognize a conflict of interest. It is even 
more troubling that you have allowed the political appointees at the Department to continue their 
involvement in this investigation. 

The message sent by your “senior Justice Department official” is inexcusable. Unless 
you can find this person and fire him or her immediately, you have no alternative but to remove 
yourself and your staff from any involvement with the campaign finance investigation. It is 
beyond clear that you are hopelessly conflicted in this matter - something the FBI Director and 
your own hand-picked prosecutor have been telling you for months. 



Sclvt 
Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: David Vicenanzo 
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t Fudai. July 24. 1998 A2I 


Independent Probe 
Of ’96 Fluids Urged 


Reno Noncommittal on Campaign Report 

lj KoiirroSmo ^ 

and M 1 CBJOl. G*TJTKWALI> 


Vashinfion Pag Staff friur* 

Attorney General Janrt Reno ii 
* recDusnendabon by 


that she seek so fadrpcnrimt oouoari 
but appeara no doaer to supporting 
an outside probe than when the 
idea w» first suggested 21 mo u ib s 
i&x Justice Department officfafa mid 
yerteniay. 

The prosecutor, Cbaries G. LaBel- 
k deferred the report to Reno 
Friday aa hr prepared to end • 
Hknodh tent as bead of the Jcntice 
Department's «nyign finance tank 
farce. After analyzing evidence col* 
faded by the task fcroe but never 
made public, fee report conrhair a 
t frat there are fadiratinca of 

wrongdoing by the 1996 Qntoo* 
Gore re efar t fo o efiort to merit an 


bmibar with the document 
Republican leaden m Congress 
nmerintely seized on news of LaBek 
hi report to atep up their fang* 


people mart calling far her rep ho* 
meat very soon. 9 k’i tiretdung the 
fato of the patience af fee Congress 
of toe tiyifrwA totea* 

UBefia’i report nods at least the 
third time that a senior Justice De- 
partment. offid*] has advised Reno to 
seek an indepen d en t counsel fa toe 
campaign finance favestiptioa Last 
Norsaber, when a prefiarimny faqui- 
rywia underway too tflrgahom that 
Pretident CSnton and Vice President 
Gore had made Sep] fand-rtisfag 
phone crtfa from toe White House, 
UBefia and Freeh aged her to aeek 
an outride cornel, but Reno rejected 
the advice. 

Offidafa fanshzr with Freefa'a 
last winter and LaBefia’a cur- 
rent report mad tost LaBete'a in- 
dudes a much more atanrive review 
of toe evidence and makes a firmer 
fn*w 4 i that there ire sufficient 
wnKr^inna of wrongdoing by top 
offidafa to ohfige Reno to seek an 
outside p roacc rt or. Aa with toe 
Freeh mono, the basic argument ia 
that top Democratic and White 


<Vnt tnunarf- Rut Reuo contimied to 
fasfat that ahe wfll only do what she 
thinks ia right reganfcm of boar 
uaxxj others, even within toe Justice 
Department, urge her to do othr* 
wfae. 

Tf one person ant of a hundred baa 

toe right answer, that's what Idnild 

do,* abr mid T docl do thfags based 
on majority vote. I do things baaed on 
evidence and the law* 

Bui Sen Fred D, Thompson (R- 
Teoa), who fad the Santa'* chd* 
paign finanrr favmtiptfoo, arid he 
mapected LaBeifa , » report w3 not 
away her. T thfak toe made toil 
dedrioo fang agtv and nothing fa 
going to change her mfad,* be mil 

Rep. Dan Baton (R-lnl), chair* 

can at the Government Reform sod 
Oversight Oxrrattoe, immediately 
announced pfam to bold a bearing 
next Thursday cat the hue. UBdfa, 
FBI Director Louis l Freeh and 
James Deaanm the top FBI agent OB 
the task faroe, fan* been akd to 
testify. Reno was ant favitol 

It fa be c onfag more mad more 
appnrert thm toe h trying to protect 
the president rather ton do her job 
m 1 faw etoorennent official,* ftntcn 
mil 1 took yerfre going to see 


oinpitpi finance fawa setting Hosts 
on fand-refafag and d rfinin g what 
conarihget a kgal contribution. 

LaBefb’i report does not dranntF 
caRy break new ground either fa the 
evidence It preset** or to the tegd 
nr r r*—* * * n orriafc, butt (too 
present a l engt h y and derated ac- 
count of facts printing to qu es tio n * 
abto Democratic fcadfririog actid- 
ties, accordfag Id offidafa familiar 
with toe docosnL 

Given baa nature aa a highly 

- -j-j - - -« ♦ « . . 

regarded ana sxxpenaexx career 
prosecutor bnodpidted by Reoo to 
fend the ernapn g finance probe; 
LaBefia baa ucceeded to reviving a 
controversy tort baa dgpf the 
attorney general mice the doting 
day* of the 1996 c a mp a ign and that 
show* no signs of (fimiprttag. 

LaBdfa does not siege apedfi c 
aimea apart fadmdual offidib brt 
rather pomts to a vxittj at dream- 
stances tort he befievet require forth* 
er tovertigrtfan. offidafa mil He 
oondudmtfart mchan toqufcy tootdd 
tecondnctedbyaDortrifeproaec* 
tar to order to IdB the toteat of the 
toi fapmdrnt counsel law, a poti-Wa- 
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Report Urges 
Independent 
Counsel 

KENO, from «A2J 

terete r eform designed to prevent 
an attorney general from investigat- 
ing top officials of the same admans' 
tratioo. 

Reno yesterday repeatedly charac- 
terized LaBefla's report as just one 
perspective on the independent coun- 
sel question and emphasized'that she 
would consider opposing views as 
well before making a decision. In the 
past those views have prevailed ev- 
ery time arguments similar toLaBel* 
la's have been presented to Rena Lee 
J. Radek, the longtime head of the 
public integrity section in the Justice 
Department's Criminal Division, has 
been one of the most influential 
opponents to the appointment of an 
independent counsel among Reno’s 
advisers, officials said. 

LaBefla, then the Nd 2 federal 
prosecutor in San Diego, was ap- 
pointed fhfef of the task force last 
September when toe investigation 
was mired in internal disagreements 
and logistical problems. He effective- 
ly replaced Radek and made a point 
of distancing himself from the public 
integrity section and of reporting 
directly to Rena 


•There arc a range of lawyers 
within the department who have has 
long experience with the lndepen- 
dent Counsel Act.* Reno said yester- 
day. ‘And what we do is hear from 
everybody, not just one lawyer, but 
everybody. And wt make sure that 


reach the best decision based on the 
history of the act the^ legislative 

history and other factors.* 

No special mechanism wffl be 
created to consider the report, de 


be handled as part of fee usual 

process of overseeing the camnign 

finance investigation. One key tjues- 

tion to be decided is whether Reno 

wiD deliver a specific response to 
LageUa’s recommendations or 
whether it will be left an open matter, 
they said. 

The apparent bdt of urgmey con- 
trasts wife several other occasions 

when Reno has responded within a 

few days, even within hours, ate 
recei ving recommendations that she 
launch fee independent counsel pro 


Re publicans can complain if Reno 
ultimately rgects LaBefla’s advice, 

but there is not much they can do to 
change her dedsioa Sen. Ariel Spec- 

tff (R-Pa.) wants the Senate Judkaa- 
ry Qumitige to seek a writ of 

mandamus, a court ruling that would 

compel a government official Eke 
Reno ♦« perform duties mandated far 


bff duty to seek an independent 
counsel after receiving specific and 
credible evidence of wrongdoing by 
the president 
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Campaign Probe 
Looked at Ickes, 
Says LaBella 

Evidence of Wrongdoing 
At White House Cited 
By Departing Official 


By Brian Dvrrr 

5 10// Repel" •/*»« SrmXKT Joumml 

WASHINGTON- The departing head of 
the Justice Department's campaign fund- 
raising investigation has told Janet Reno 
that he developed evidence of wrongdoing 
by senior officials of the White House and 
the Democratic National Committee. 

Charles LaBeUa's findings, presented 
in a lengthy memorandum to Ms. Reno, lo- 
cus sharply on the fund-raising efforts of 
Harold Ickes, the former deputy White 
House chief of staff. They form the basis of 
Mr. LaBeUa's recommendation that Ms. 
Reno seek the appointment of an indepen- 
dent counseL 

"It's not exactly that we presented her 
with a smoking gun,*' a senior government 
official said. "But we showed her signifi- 
cant threads of evidence that went right 
into the White House and to the upper lev- 
els of the DNC.” 

Mr. Ickes, who couldn't immediately be 
reached for comment, has consistently de- 
nied any improper fund-raising activity. 
The White House declined to comment 

Mr. LaBella has obtained the coopera- 
tion of one Democratic fund-raiser, 
Johnny Chung, who has provided evi- 
dence that top DNC officials knowingly 
solicited and accepted improper donations 


ttomey General 
Reno has refused to 
seek an outside counsel, 
though a senior adviser 
says she is considering 
means that would allow 
her to do so. 


fram him. Mr. LaBeUa's prosecutors are 
negotiating with others who have pro- 
vided information about senior White 
House officials' roles In fund-raising ef- 
forts In 1995 and 199 C. 

Mr. LaBella is to testify about his find- 
ings before a House panel tomorrow, 
•long with Louis Freeh, director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation. In a sep- 
arate memorandum prepared for Ms. 
Reno last year, Mr. Freeh also argued for 
appointment of an independent counsel, 
noting that since prosecutors had subpoe- 
naed telephone records of President Clin* 
too and Vice President Gore, they al- 
ready had begun an investigation of the 
two top officials covered by the special- 
prosecutor law. 

Ms, Reno has refused to seek an outside 
counsel though a senior adviser says she 
is considering means that would allow her 
to do so. 
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Interviews with senior government offi- 
cials present a picture at sharp variance 
with (he image of the inquiry that Ms. 
Reno has sought to portray. The attorney 
general appointed Mr. LaBella to the fund- 
raising task force after complaints by the 
FBI and senior Justice Department offi- 
cials that it had stalled. 

Since then. Ms. Reno has repeatedly 
told her Republican critics that she based 
her decision not to seek an independent 
counsel on the advice of career Justice De- 
partment attorneys. But Mr. LaBella. her 
top attorney and a career federal prosecu- 
tor, was frequently excluded from meet- 
ings concerning the appointment with Ms. 
Reno and other Justice Department execu- 
tives, several officials said. 

A senior Justice Department official, 
speaking on behalf of Attorney General 
Reno, challenged that characterization 
but said he couldn't rule out that Ms. Reno 
had discussed the fund-raising inquiry 
outside of Mr. LaBella '« presence. 

Ms. Reno relied heavily on advice 
from attorneys assigned to the criminal 
division’* public-integrity section who 
specialize in election-law violations and 
the independent counsel law. But those 
lawyers often refused to talk with Mr. 
LaBella and senior FBI agents assigned 
to the inquiry, and the relationship be- 
tween the two sides was tense. Memos 
prepared by the public-integrity lawyers 
for Ms. Reno sometimes didn't mention 
important evidence, prompting Mr. La- 
Bella to prepare his own reports detailing 
all information developed by the Justice 
task force. 

Complicating matters further was the 
role of Deputy Attorney Genera) Eric 
Holder. Mr. Holder played an important 
role in Mr. LaBeUa's installation as head 
the task force in September 1997 and is 
widely credited with revitalizing the probe. 
Senior officials said Mr. Holder privately 
told Mr. Freeb and other top FBI officials 
last year that he supported an independent 
counseL But an official familiar with his 
thinking said the comment was made in an 
offhand way. 

Mr. Holder believes the appointment 
would be helpful because controversy over 
the campaign-finance inquiry was hurting 
morale at the Justice Department He had 
supported an independent counsel prior to 
and Just after being named deputy attor- 
ney general. 

Tomorrow's testimony by Messrs. 
Freeh and LaBella likely will increase 
pressure on Ms. Reno, but she has been 
unfixed by the prospect. Democrats have 
accused Rep. Dan Burton, chairman of 
the House committee investigating fund- 
raising activities, of improperly pressing 
Ms. Reno. 

But GOP Sen. Orrin Hatch of Utah 
and Republican Rep. Henry Hyde of Illi- 
nois, the respective heads of the Senate 
and House judiciary committees, have 
demanded copies of Mr. LaBeUa's report. 
Mr. Hatch said yesterday that Ms. 
Reno's persistence in refusing to seek an 
outside prosecutor could eventually force 
her resignation. 
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Democrat Fund-Raisei 
Said to Detail China Tie 

i -• This article is based on reporting Ij? jffikerth, David 
Johnston and Don Van Nattd and was written by Mr. Gcrth. 

WASHINGTON, May 14 — A tiny part of the JIM million that 
Democratic fund-reiser has told Democrats raised in 1996, invest!* 
Federal Investigators be tunneled gators regard the Identification of 
tens of thousands* of dollars from Ms. Liu as a breakthrough In their 
a cnfaw military officer to the long search for confirmation of a 
Democrats during President Clin- "China Plan.” Tbe hunt was 
ton's 1996 re-election campaign, prompted after American tatelli- 
according to lawyers and officials fence Intercepted telephone con- 
with knowledge of tbe Justice De- venations suggesting that Bet- 
partment's campaign finance In- . Jing considered covertly lnfhienc- 
qulry. *• * ‘ * tag the American elections. 

The fund-raiser, Johnny Chung, Senator Fred Thompson, Re- 
told investigators that a large publican of Tennessee and chair- 
part of the nearly 6100,000 be gave man of tbe Senate' committee In- 
to Democratic causes In tbe sum- vestigating campaign finance, 
mer of 1996 — including 660,000 to sought evidence of tbe plan, but 
the Democratic National Cool- Mr. Chang's account did not come 
mfttee — came from China’s Peo- until the committee Issued Its re- 
ple'a Liberation Army through • port this year. Tonight, the Fed- 
Chinese lieutenant colonel and era] Bureau of investigation 
aerospace executive whose father briefed Senate staff members 
was Gen. Liu Huaqlng. the offl- about Mr. Chung's cooperation, 
dais and lawyers said. according to officials. 

General Liu was then not only . . Mr. Chung,, a Southern Calif or- 
China's top military commander nia businessman, began cooperat- 
but also a member of the leader- tag with Investigators after be 
ship of the Communist Party. pleaded guilty in March to cam- 
. Mr. Chung said tbe aerospace p sign-related bank and tax fraud, 
executive, Liu Qmo-ytng, told him He Is the first defendant ta the 
tbe source of the mooey. At one Justice Department inquiry to 
fund-raiser to which Mr. Chung agree to cooperate, 
gained admission for her, she was It la not dear whether other 
photographed with President Chinese officials or executives 
Clinton. were Involved ta the purported 

A special adviser to the White payments by Ms. Uu, or what her 
House counsel, Jim Kennedy, said motivation or the Chines e mill- 
today, "We had no knowledge tary*s might have been.* At the 
about the source of Mr. Chung’s time, President Clinton was mak- 
mooey or the background of his tag it easier for American dvfilan 
guest In hindsight It was dearly communication to be 

not appropriate for Chung to launched by Chinese rockets, a 
bring her to see the President” key Issue for the Chinese army 
. Mr. Chung's account, coupled and for Ms. Uu*s company, which 
with supporting documents like tells missiles for the mtatary and 
bank records, la the first direct also has a troubled space subsld- 
evtdeace obtained by the Justice iary. . 

Department that el e m e nt s of tbe. . The President’s decision was 
Chinese Government made Illegal valuable to Ms. Uu became It 
contributions to the Democratic enabled her company to do more 
Party. Under American law, for- business with American compa- 
elgn governments are prohibited Dies, but It had also been sought 
from contributing to political by American aerospace corpora- 
camp aigns 

White the uDount described is a 


'Continued on Pag* A20 
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Ties Coma 
Money . 
ToDNC: 


Story, Officials S 'ey.. 

By AoeuroStmo 
M Boa WOOPWABO . j 



(■SP^tom 2900,000 to donate 
to the Dcmooiti* 1996fnpaifa. 
to fcdml ofidati who 
Soaodal r 
keyaapedafahiaai 
Chaaf aaDentfan* fir* mat* ' 
edkfaeNr*Y«b < n»y«ate^ 
day. me btiaf toted by the too* 
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1996 and ritaodedBi 


km citcillnt who were . 

* 1 ^ * *• — 

WMmoWBBa wii rrmnw 

toa v find Mr Hftavy Rodham 
Ofaten. Hr doomed tSMJOO to 



‘tom. Thr fa&dah odd be ■ 

fnfir ch i me d be received (be 
mUOD* far Democrat ic » 
■ paiftok the moaner fa IBMfinm 
EtoCheo-Ytot m efibar fa Cbi- 
MI Pocpie ‘1 Ubcntiao Anqy aod 


inQlUltC.Af.Gfci. |.. 


Rind-Raiser Tells Probers ChineseDonated Money to 


. bo* mm k fa fad i 


September of 19M. 0a My 21, pendent cooed taveotifatioa of cepted consrankatiooa aad afa- 
1996, Lie eod (M( attended a* face ..... 



Lto wupbotapapbed with Oto* 
too, m to common prat ' 

faiMmwlilMiliib foema mam* create. 


he bed made wot fa toe done* 
ties to the DNC. 

The Jwticr Department bw» 
tigatko bee bo evidence napps*- 
mi (bet any efiSdah ebher at tbe 
White Hoot or far DfaC were 
■wart fa fae am d Oa^i 
money or (bet Chaaf mr caplie- 

ah i - ‘ - 

* atotrabea | 
dfdon aria.;, - 
Ifc bed ao baowkdia eboal 
(he eovc* at Mr. Cbsf a fodo 
or tbe tociposdfa Lfa QwY- 
tofa* White Homo *6kmam 
Jfe Keaoedy add yemerday. He 


Ua tad Choc act op e boat* 


Aaf- *. 1190. aad aasrdtof t 


tap. b na at (bet (tom (bat 
■ohataatia! acaooti fa money 
were tnuofaerred tram Lto to 
Chaaf. Only 147,000 fa Chaaf • 


after they art ap faeb compaay. 
■e&ardtar to dtctioa mcaeda 
Lfa to tbe deafbter fa a poor, 
trial aow-mtirvd feaeral fa the 
Chfaeae army. Lto Haaqtaf. aad 

— »--J • * » a 

BlfCVN COOMCTIOV UUiHULK 

bento aa ta cxacothe fa (be 
wned < 


Oa Capitol HB, Sea. Pied DJ 
Tkoapeoa (H-Teoa.). who de- 
aoaaced aPcfed Chfaeae tarohe* 
meat to tbe US. dcctioe bat wn 
oaeble to brief ant direct rri- 
dcacr fa b dvriaf bearing* hat 
year by hie Senate Governmental 
Afiain Committee, chimed via* 
dkation to tbe oew» fa Chafe 
chargee. 

The new taf ormittao d on 
that tbe •CkdM Plan’ tbr corn- 
miner faveotigited hat yam an 
carried oat to aomr Iona.* arid 


- a -e m 

iraDB w fa wn (Mionim i 

plaa to epead at hast 22 mffion 
to taftoencc VS. el ection* ritef* 
edly by ' 


bmatifatioa, but that tbe b 
nation Cbnog to oaw pmvidtaf * 
(coded to corroborate cettofa CM 
deoce already gathend fa 



-» l-^f -l . - - L-l-J-i ^ 

KQ mm Kfwitoiv in ram Wf 

the FBI oa Chaaf a ahyition 
thhwecL 

Thia realy to a eery Mf mad 
ter. The aeed far ao fadepcadant 
the cam 


year lamed a report on fate 
auttae'a fanatigatio 
waa aot cbed imoog fae Demo 
cntic faod-raiaen wbo were aao- 
pectrd fa actiaf aa coodaka far 
Chioeae fomameot moacy. and 
o (Scuta familiar with Chaaf a 
aecoaoc note that be did aot made 
tbe a i ept ioaa toveM* Lfa to 
hJahdtial plea deal with (ha Jaw 
bee Departmdot twomoatho ago. 

Aa they bare analysed Chaaf a 
accost fa recent day* Metis 


rnofi*® 

To rmiprofilu tfOmmgmd 
otkorkifpUyor ran fae 

•bom tfmbd on dmfrmdffo$t 
fTtoffa'ifditofa 


a the White Hama ngmd- lima. 


a aad afa dear far tome that, and thia p 


tog llOQtOOO totheDNCsd 
IK90Q to other “ 


cd acw fad to the Jaatior Depart, 
meat faqaby fato the c Be gad p faa 
by Ohm to l afl ae as US ala* 


the icfaf s tbe cake.* mid Sem 
Ariea Specter (R-Pa.), who la i 
member fa the Senate Jodfctoiy 

Stas 199C federal fan calms* 


ly ewried the OA aad the Na- 
ttonal Scanty Apncy to comb 
their record! far aoy h * 


r with (he evi- 
dence to Cfatmfa cme odd that 
r Chaaf os Lfa hod boa 
Bcrnncm fae Xtotoo ptoa* 
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related items 


From Tbe Post 
Read stories on 
controversial DNC 
fund-raising practices . 

Oo Wash ingtoo Post com 
A four-part Washington 
Post series details the 
recent fund-raising frenzy . 

On the Web 

The Federal Election 
Commission offers an 
online guide to federal 
campaign finance law . 

The DNC recently 
announced voluntary 
restrictions on foreign 
contributions. 

piitor's Note: One of these links 
will take you out of The Post's 
Web site. To return, use the Back 
button on your browser. 


Go to Today's Top News 
Go to National Section 
Go to Home Page 


Chinese Embassy Role in Fund-Raising Probed 

By Bob Woodward and Brian Duffy 
Washington Post Staff Writers 
Thursday, February 13, 1997; Page A01 

A Justice Department investigation into improper political fund-raising activities has 
uncovered evidence that representatives of the People's Republic of China sought to 
direct contributions from foreign sources to the Democratic National Committee before 
the 1996 presidential campaign, officials familiar with the inquiry said. 

Sensitive intelligence information shows that the Chinese Embassy on Connecticut 
Avenue NW here was used for planning contributions to the DNC, the sources said. 
Some information was obtained through electronic eavesdropping conducted by federal 
agencies. 

The information gives the Justice Department inquiry what is known as a forcigD 
counterintelligence component, elevating the seriousness of the fund-raising 
controversy, according to some officials. 

The sources declined to provide details about the scope of the evidence relating to the 
alleged efforts by the Chinese representatives. They also declined to specify what 
foreign contributions might have been involved, but they said the new evidence now 
being scrutinized in the inquiry is serious. 

A Chinese Embassy spokesman denied yesterday that his government had anything to 
do with improper efforts to influence the administration. "We have done nothing of that 
sort," the spokesman said. 

White House press secretary Michael McCurry said yesterday that "to the best of my 
knowledge, no one here had any knowledge of 1 the allegations concerning the Chinese. 
He said the White House would have no further comment. 

The evidence relating to the Chinese government led Justice Department lawyers and 
FBI executives to increase the number of FBI special agents working on a special 
investigative task force from a handful to 25, including several specialists in foreign 
counterintelligence investigations, sources said. Laura Ingersoll, a Justice Department 
attorney assigned a leading role on the fund-raising task force, has security clearances to 
investigate a variety of sensitive intelligence matters, officials said. 

The new dimension to the fund-raising investigation could result in Attorney General 
Janet Reno eventually recommending that the matter be tamed over to an independent 
counsel, according to one well-placed source. Reno so far has declined requests for an 
independent counsel, saying that the Justice Department task force can conduct a full 
and independent inquiry and that there is no specific and credible allegation of 
wrongdoing against any of the senior executive branch officials covered by the 
Independent Counsel Act. Such a finding would have to be made by the Justice 
Department task force before Reno could recommend appointment of an independent 
counsel. 

Washington and Beijing have been at odds over human rights and trade issues, but the 
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Clinton White House has been seeking recently to improve relations. Secretary of Stale 
Madeleine K. Albright is traveling to Beijing later this month, and President Clinton 
announced in his State of the Union message that he also would visit. He has extended 
an invitation to Chinese President Jiang Zemin to come to Washington. 

The Chinese effort to win influence with the Clinton administration can be traced to 
1993, one source said. During the Reagan and Bush administrations, the Chinese 
government fell comfortable dealing with Washington. During the 1992 presidential 
campaign, authorities in Beijing spoke openly about wanting Bush to win reelcction 
because he was an "old friend" of China. Clinton had criticized the Bush administration 
during the campaign for "coddling" Beijing and giving China most- favored-nation trade 
status after the 1 989 crackdown in Tiananmen Square. 

After Clinton defeated Bush, Chinese officials were uncertain about how to deal with 
the new administration, officials said, even though as president, Clinton essentially 
adopted the Bush policy toward Beijing. The Chinese Foreign Ministry has long urged 
the leadership in Beijing to increase its lobbying efforts in Washington, arguing that 
China has lagged behind Taiwan and Israel in trying to influence U.S. policy. 

Some investigators suspected a Chinese connection to the current fund-raising scandal 
because several DNC contributors and major fund-raisers had ties to Beijing. Last 
February, Charles Yah Lin Trie, a fund-raiser for the Democratic National Committee, 
used his influence with party officials to bring Wang Jun, head of a weapons trading 
company owned by the Chinese military, to a White House coffee with Clinton. 

Wang also heads a prominent, state-owned investment conglomerate. Clinton has since 
said he should not have met with Wang, and $640,000 in checks that Trie delivered to 
president's legal defense fund has been returned because of questions about the source 
of the funds. 

Another reason investigators suspected a Chinese connection was the role of John 
Huang, a former Commerce Department official and DNC fund-raiser now at the center 
of the campaign controversy. An American citizen bom in China and raised in Taiwan, 
Huang has said he now has no friends or relatives in China. But Huang is a former 
executive of the Lippo Group, a highly profitable Indonesian conglomerate owned by 
the Rjady family, who are ethnic Chinese. Lippo has extensive interests in China, 
including approval to build a power plant in Fujian Province, Huang's place of birth. 

In 1993, Lippo sold 50 percent of its holdings in one of its banks, Hong Kong Chinese 
Bank - where Huang was a vice president in the mid-1 980s — to a corporation run by 
the Chinese government 

Huang was not the only Lippo executive to get a job with the Clinton administration. In 
December 1 994, U.S. Trade Representative Mickey Kantor named Lippo’s president of 
securities, Charles De Queijoe, to the Investment and Services Advisory Committee. 
Huang had sought jobs at the State Department and the National Security Council staff 
for De Queijoe, a big Democratic giver, in an early 1993 letter to the White House. 

Last month, Rep. Gerald B.H. Solomon (R-N.Y.), chairman of the House Rules 
Committee, asked FBI Director Louis J. Freeh to investigate Huang and the Lippo 
Group, with an eye to "potential economic espionage against the United States by a 
foreign corporation having direct ties to the People's Republic of China." 

Solomon said then that he was concerned about Huang's access to intelligence 
information and dozens of calls Huang made from Commerce to the Lippo Group. He 
also asked Freeh to investigate apparent discrepancies in the birth date listed on Huang's 
visa application forms and his government employment forms. 
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Huang was employed at Lippo for nine years before he joined the Commerce 
Department as deputy assistant secretary for international economic policy. His 
severance package horn Lippo totaled 5788,750. 

Huang was given a top-secret clearance at Commerce after what Republicans have 
called a lax background investigation. Despite Huang's extensive ties to Lippo, the 
background investigation was limited to his activities in the United States because he 
had lived here for more than five years. Commerce officials now say they wish a 
foreign background check had been done, even though it was not required. 

In preparation for his job at Commerce, Huang received an interim security clearance 
while he was still working at Lippo. But Commerce Department officials said that did 
not entitle him to see any classified information, and they maintain he saw none. 
Because of a bureaucratic error, the officials said, Huang retained his top-secret 
clearance after he left the Commerce Department to become a DNC vice chairman in 
December 1995. 

During his 18 months at Commerce, Huang was scheduled to attend 37 intelligence 
briefings, including briefings on China, and saw more than two dozen intelligence 
reports. 

From his Commerce Department office, Huang made more than 70 phone calls to a 
Lippo- controlled bank in Los Angeles. The calls are now being scrutinized by the 
Justice Department task force. 

Huang's message slips from the Commerce Department also show a call from one 
Chinese Embassy official in February 1995 and three calls from the embassy's 
commercial minister in June and August of that year. 

According to Huang's Commerce Department desk calendar entries, obtained by The 
Washington Post, he had three meetings scheduled with Chinese government officials. 
He was slated to go on a U.S. government-sponsored trip to China in June 1995 that 
was canceled. He attended a policy breakfast at the Chinese Embassy in October 1995 
and a dinner there the same month, his calendar shows; 

One of the many unexplained records from Huang's files shows an unusual travel 
pattern in the fall of 1 995. His expense account records show he left his Commerce 
Department office to visit the Indonesian Embassy on Massachusetts Avenue NW on 
Oct. 11, claiming a 55 reimbursement for taxicab fare. The expense records indicate 
Huang did not return to his office at Commerce until the following day - when he took 
another $5 cab ride, not from the Indonesian Embassy but, according to his records, 
from the "residence of the Chinese ambassador." 

Staff writers Susan Schmidt, Sharon LaFraniere and Lena H. Sun, special correspondent 
Anne Farris and research assistant Jeff Glasser contributed to this report 

© Copyright 1997 The Washington Post Company 

Bacfc.tfl.ftK jgg 


wcehingtonposljGMn 




3HW7 IfWMAM 




1190 


ATTACHMENT 

13 


FBI Had Overlooked Key Files 


In Probe of Chinese Influence 


W "By Bob Woodward 


ill 


The FBI has acknowledged over- 
looking key intelligence information 
gathered as far back as 1991 that 
investigators believe shows further 
Chinese government efforts to buy 
political influence in the United 
States, senior U.S. government 
sources said yesterday. 

Attorney General Janet Reno 
learned of the new evidence on the 
night of Nov. 5. A senior Justice 
Department official said Reno was 
"livid* at the FBI foul-up and two 
days later apologized to Sen. Fred D. 
Thompson (R-Tenn.) for failing to 
disclose information that was ger- 


mane to Senate hearings into cam- 
paign fund-raising abuses. Thomp- 
son had suspended his committee’s 
hearings Oct 31. 

FBI Director Louis J. Freeh, who 
also apologized to Thompson, has 
replaced the senior FBI official over- 
seeing the bureau's investigation in- 
to suspected Chinese influence buy- 
ing. officials said. 

The newly discovered intelli- 
gence, much of it culled from elec- 
tronic surveillance conducted by the 
FBI and other U.S. agencies over the 
past six years, includes evidence of 
the magnitude and means by which 
Beijing hoped to influence U.S. elec- 
tions. several officials said. The evi- 
dence also shows links between the 


■ Attorney general extends probe of Interior Secretary Babbitt PapA22 


Chinese government and several 
U.S. citizens, including a Democratic 
fund-raiser in Los Angeles whom 
several officials characterize as an 
‘agent* for the Chinese. Officials 
would not provide details of the 
highly classified intelligence. 

These developments come only 
two months after Reno, vowing “to 
make sure that no stone is left un- 
turned.’ ordered a major Justice 
Department shake-up and replaced 
the head of a department task force 
looking into campaign finance viola- 
tions. The continuing series of Jus- 
tice missteps demonstrates "remark- 
able incompetence.* one senior 
government official said, and is like- 
ly to increase Republican pressure 
cn Reno to seek the appointment of 
See FBI, A19, Coil 
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March 5, 1999 


Attorney General Janet Reno 
United States Department of Justice 
Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Request for Documents 

Dear General Reno: 

Pursuant to its authority under Rule X and X3 of the House of Representatives, the 
Committee on Government Reform hereby requests certain records. 

Definitions and Instructions 

1 . For the purposes of this request, the word “record* or “records” shall include, 
but shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether 
written, typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, 
filmed, graphically portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and 
includes, but is not limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or 
video or audio recording, produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity 
reports, agendas, analyses, announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, 
bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover 
sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer printouts, computer tapes, contracts, 
external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, electronic mail (e- 
mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, minutes, notes, 
notices, opinions, statements or chans of organization, plans, press releases, recordings, 
reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or 
evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any 
other machine readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former 
employees, agents, consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. “Record" or 
“records” shall also include all other records, documents, data and information of a like 
and similar nature not listed above. 
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2. For purposes of this request, the terms “refer" or “relate” and “concerning” as to 
any given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, 
mentions, deals with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including 
but not limited to records concerning the preparation of other records. 

3. This request calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of 
data and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, 
including, but not limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as 
well as any records to which you have access, any records which were formerly in your 
possession, or which you have put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. 
Unless a time period is specifically identified, the subpoena includes all documents to the 
present. 

4. The conjunctions "or” and "and” are to be read interchangeably in the manner 
that gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

5. No records, documents, data or information called for by this request shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

6. If you have knowledge that any requested record, document, data or 
information has been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, 
documents data or information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, 
loss, deposit or disposal. 

7. When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or 
information as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list 
each record, document, compilation of data or information by date, type, addressee, 
author (and if different, the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated 
or known circulation. Also, indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, 
document, compilation of data or information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity 
of the claim of privilege. 

8. This request is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of 
data or information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the 
return date shall be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

9. Please provide a printed and, where possible, an electronic version of records. 

Electronic information may be stored on 3 Vi inch diskettes in ASCII format. In addition, 
please provide the Committee's Minority staff with an identical copy of all records 
provided. - ' 
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Requested Items 

Please produce the following items to the Committee: 

1 . All correspondence between Roger Wheeler of the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation and Philip Manuel in 1993; 

2. AH correspondence between U.S. Attorney Eric Holder and Rebekah 
Poston in 1993; 

3. All correspondence between U.S. Attorney Kendall B. Coffey and 
Rebekah Poston in 1993; 

4. All correspondence between Tom Cash of the Drug Enforcement 
Administration and Rebekah Poston in 1993; 

5. All correspondence between Charles A. Intriago and the Office of the 
Attorney General, the Deputy Attorney General, or the Associate Attorney 
General during 1993: 

6. Ail records from the Office of the Attorney General, the Deputy Attorney 
General, or the Associate Attorney General, relating to Charles A. 

Intriago, Orlando Castro LJanes, or Orlando Castro Castro for the years 
1993-1995; and 

7. All records, other than information covered by Rule 6(e) of the Federal 
Rules of Criminal Procedure, from 1991-1995, relating to an investigation 
in the Eastern District of New York of Banco Progreso, Orlando Castro 
Llanes, and/or Charles A. Intriago. 

Please produce the requested documents by the close of business on January 4, 
1999. If you have any questions about this request, please contact the Committee’s Chief 
Investigative Counsel, James C. Wilson, or Deputy Counsel, David A. Kass, at (202) 
225-5074. 


Chairman 



cc: 


The Honorable Henry Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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MarchS, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 

Attorney General 

Department of Justice 

10th Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Justice Department Response to November 30. 1998 Document Request 

Dear General Reno: 

This letter is to follow up on a number of matters relating to the production of 
documents made by die Justice Department in response to my letter request of November 
30, 1998. I have listed below a number of questions that the Committee has regarding the 
documents produced by the Department 

In a number of esses, I have requested that the Justice Department remove the 
redactions that were made to the documents. I hope that these changes can be made 
without endangering the identities of informants, or divulging other important law 
enforcement information. If your staff believes that any of the listed requests would call 
for this type of information, please let my staff know, so that we can reach a mutually 
acceptable arrangement I hope that your staff can address these questions in a timely 
manner, so that the Committee’s important oversight in this area can proceed. 

In addition, I have addressed this request only to you, even though it applies to 
documents produced by the Justice Department, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and 
the Drag Enforcement Administration. I have addressed this request to you alone, 
because the Justice Department responded on behalf of all three of those agencies in 
response to my letter requests dated November 30, 1998. 

1. Documents 0049-0051: These three pages make reference to case file 19- 
90-2002. Please characterize the involvement of Orlando Castro Llanes in this case. 
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2. Documents 0069-0075: These pages consist of a heavily redacted teletype 
regarding the Recarey case. Does this teletype contain the names of Carlos Freeman, 
Thor Halvorssen, or Orlando Castro? If so, please unredact those portions of the teletype 
containing those names. 

3. Document 0090: This document contains the statement “ALLEGATIONS 
OF RECAREY BEING LOCATED IN VENEZUELA AS WELL AS THE ALLEGED 
CORRUPTION USED TO PROTECT HIM IS INFORMATION RECEIVED FROM 
[redacted]. Was this information received from Carlos Freeman, Thor Halvorssen or 
Orlando Castro Llanes? 

4. Document 0132: This document contains the following statement: 

“Miami receives Venezuelan newspaper article about RECAREY’s involvement with 
other Venezuelan citizens in an attempt to fraudulently purchase a major stock interest in 
the bank of Venezuela.” If available, please provide a copy of the referenced newspaper 
article. In addition, please inform the Committee whether any investigative action was 
taken with respect to this allegation. 

5. Document 0261: This document is page one of two of a DE A report from 
file GFAN-88-8001. Please characterize the involvement of Orlando Castro Llanes in the 
investigation referenced tn the report. 

6. Document 0262-0273: These pages consist of assorted pages from three 
DEA reports of investigation from File GFZB-90-800 1 . Was the information in these 
reports provided to the DEA by another U.S. Government agency? If so, please identify 
the agency. In addition, please provide the name and position of the author of the three 
reports. 


7. Document 0274: This is one page from a two-page DEA report from File 
G4-96-001 8. Please characterize the role of Orlando Castro Llanes in this investigation. 

8. Document 0284: This document is an excerpt from a DEA report 

containing a reference to a NADDIS record for Carum [sic] Capital Corp. Please provide 
a date for the referenced NADDIS record. In addition, this document states that “NOTE: 
Howard GLICKEN may be associated with the [redacted]." Please remove the redaction. 

9. Document 0311: This excerpt from a DEA report contains the statement 
that “[redacted] advised [redacted] that previously GLICKEN had sent campaign 
contributions [redacted] but due to an ongoing investigation, [redacted] had to refuse the 
contributions." Please identify the individual who refused the Glicken contributions. 

10. Document 0323: This excerpt from a DEA report contains the following 
statement: “3. The individuals who allegedly have put out this contract on [redacted] are 
[redacted] and Thor HALBORSEN [sic]. [Redacted] Investigation continues.” Please 


2 
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identify the source of the quoted information. In addition, please identify the author of 
this DEA report. 

11. Document 0348: This excerpt from a DEA report contains the following 
statement: “Also listed m [redacted] is Rafael ALCANTARA, for account 04823450*t 
Bankers Trust Co, NY. This account was to receive trafficker funds at the direction of 
CASTRO in 1989. ALCANTARA is currently the name on an account at another bank, 
used [redacted] the direction [redacted] “office.” (See paragraph 15 of this report) 

Please provide the entire memo in unredacted form (except for the identity of 
informants). If you are unable to provide the memo in unredacted form, please explain 
why, and at a minimum, provide further clarification regarding the identity of the 
“CASTRO” referenced in the report. In addition, identify the DEA field office which 
prepared the report. 

12. Document 0475: This is a SWIFT banking document for Progreso bank. 
Please provide this document in unredacted form. 

13. Document 0484: This document is illegible. Please provide a clearer 
copy of the document, if possible. 

14. Documents 0501-0502: This is a letter from Rafael Alcantara to the DEA. 
Please provide this Letter to the Committee in unredacted form. 

15. Documents 0573-0574: Please identify the author of this document. 

16. Document 0623; This excerpt from a 39 page DEA report contains a 
reference to Orlando Castro. Please characterize the role of Castro in the investigation 
referenced in the report. In addition, identify the DEA field office that prepared this 
report. 


17. Document 0755: Please identify the DEA field office that prepared this 
report In addition, please inform the Committee whether the investigation referenced in 
the report is still ongoing. 

1 8. Document 0760: This document is a letter from the DEA Miami field 
office to an unidentified individual. Please provide the date that the letter was sent, and 
characterize die role of Howard Glicken in the matter referenced in the letter. 
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Please provide the requested information by March 12, 1999. If you have any 
questions about this request, please contact the Committee’s Chief Investigative Counsel, 
James C. Wilson, at (202) 225-5074. 

Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C. 20530 

March 12, 1999 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Chairman Burton: 

Recently, I met with your staff on two occasions to provide information you requested 
from the Department and to develop a cooperative relationship for the exchange of information 
between the Committee and the Department as we begin the new Congress. During those 
meetings, we agreed to provide additional information and to continue to meet with your staff to 
be as responsive as possible to your requests. 

First, I want to advise you that the Attorney General referred the information that 
appeared in the The New York Times on February 10, 1999 to the Office of Inspector General 
immediately after the article appeared. 

As I mentioned during our last meeting with your staff; the Campaign Financing Task 
Force continues to be active. Several cases are scheduled for trial and other matters are under 
investigation. As is common, the investigative staff level has been adjusted to meet the needs of 
this major investigation. There are almost 90 attorneys, FBI Special Agents, auditors, and 
support staff working on the investigation and prosecutions. 

At one of our meetings with your staff in January, we discussed the Committee’s 
document requests to the Department and its FBI and DEA components and clarified the scope 
and focus of the Committee’s concerns. On February 11, 1999, a Department official personally 
delivered to the Committee staff more than 830 pages of documents responsive to its letters. 

These are the documents to which you referred in your letter dated the same day. In that letter of 
February 1 1, you also repeated a request you had made in January to interview a supervisor of 
Richard Gregorie, an Assistant United States Attorney in the Southern District of Florida. 

Through our arrangements, your Committee staff has now interviewed William A. Keefer, who 
was the United States Attorney in the Southern District at the time of the occurances in which 
you are interested. 


/ 
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Id response to your letter of January 26, 1 999 concerning efforts by the Department of 
Justice to obtain information about certain travelers checks issued by, or purchased at, the Bank 
of Central Asia in Jakarta, Indonesia, 1 can tell you that the Department has made both informal 
and formal efforts to obtain these documents. 1 discussed the informal efforts being made by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation in my letter to you of January 4. In addition, at the Justice 
Department’s request, the State Department in August of 1998 submitted a formal request to the 
government of Indonesia for the documents. To date, we have not received a response. At this 
time, we do not have additional information that we may provide you regarding matters related to 
the travelers checks or our efforts to obtain financial information from the governments of 
Indonesia or the PRC. I will contact your staff to arrange a meeting at such time as we may 
provide you the information you are seeking. 

I cannot provide you any information regarding your assertion that the FBI interviewed 
Antonio Pan in Jakarta, As you know, we have a longstanding policy against discussing 
investigative actions in pending criminal cases. We can inform you that Mr. Pan has been 
indicted and is represented by counsel, factors that would affect any contacts between the FBI 
and Mr. Pan. 

In response to your letter inquiring about letters sent by Andrew Fois and Lee Radek 
concerning the Independent Counsel Act, Mr. Fois correctly stated that the Independent Counsel 
Act covers the chairman and treasurer of a presidential campaign committee, while Mr. Radek 
correctly concluded that the individuals who did not hold these positions or who were not 
officers of the campaign committee “exercising] authority at the national lever were not 
“covered persons” under the Act. Furthermore, regardless of any personal beliefs that they may 
hold, all attorneys in the Department recognize their professional responsibility to enforce the 
law, including the Independent Counsel Act. Mr. Radek has consistently and fairly applied the 
Act during his tenure as Chief of the Public Integrity Section. I can also report to you, in 
response to correspondence from you, that former Deputy Chief of Staff Kent Markus played no 
role in the decisionmaking in the campaign finance investigation. 

Finally, other Department representatives and I have discussed with your staff over the 
past several months the importance of balancing Congress’ oversight needs and the Department’s 
law enforcement responsibilities. During those conversations, we have advised your staff that 
despite extensive review, including careful examination of all the matters you and your staff have 
cited, we have not been able to establish that the Department has ever provided Congress with 
prosecutorial decisionmaking memoranda during the investigative stage of an open criminal 
matter. My understanding is that when the Department stated in December 1997 that the 
Committee’s subpoena was unprecedented, we had reviewed the precedents cited in your letter 
and the accompanying Congressional Research Service memorandum, and concluded that none 
represented a comparable demand. In response to your more recent inquiries, we have continued 
our research and have identified one possibly comparable Congressional demand. 8 Op. 

O.L.C. 252 (1984)(subpoena for investigative files). The Department’s research indicates, 
however, that in that instance the Department did not provide Congress with access to internal 
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documents relating to an open criminal investigation, and that neither the Department nor the 
Committee had previously identified this Congressional demand. We have also learned that 
Department witnesses discussed some ongoing cases and provided related materials during the 
1 924 investigation of former Attorney General Harry Daugherty, but we have not identified any 
comparable prosecutorial decisionmaking document that the Department provided to Congress 
while those matters were in the investigative stage. 

We look forward to continuing to work with you and your staff on these matters and any 
future requests. Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of further assistance. 


Sincerely, 

Dennis K. Burke 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc; The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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March 16, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D-C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

On January 26, 1 999, for the second time, I wrote you regarding evidence of 
illegal campaign contributions funded with travelers checks issued by and purchased at 
the Bank Central Asia, Jakarta, Indonesia According to your staff, the Department 
shares the Committee’ s suspicion that the travelers checks may very well be connected 
in some manner, directly or indirectly, to James Riady, a close friend of the President In 
that letter, I reiterated my frustration ovet the lack of cooperation from the Chinese and 
Indonesian governments as well as the Clinton Administration in pursuing these records. 

I also requested the opportunity to meet with you to discuss the Committee’ s concerns. 

Acting Assistant Attorney General Dennis Burke’ s March 12 response to my 
January 26 letter did little to satisfy my concerns in this area. Mr. Burke indicated that 
his January 4 letter to me “ discussed the informal efforts being made by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation” to obtain documents relating to the travelers checks; As I made 
clear in my January 26 letter to you, Mr. Burke’ s January 4 letter was unsatisfactory and 
consisted of merely two substantive sentences: 

As you know, the Department is working with the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Legat in the region to obtain the records. Despite repeated requests by the Legal, 
the documents have not yet been provided. 

These two sentences took over four months to draft, and no additional information was 
provided. I am confident that further elaboration is possible. 
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Also, according to Mr. Burke’ s March 12 letter: 

[A]t the Justice Department’ s request, the State Department in August of 1998 
submitted a formal request to the government of Indonesia for the documents. To 
date, we have not received a response. At this time, we do not have additional 
information that we may provide you regarding matters related to the travelers 
checks or our efforts to obtain financial information from the governments of 
Indonesia or the PRC 

Therefore, to clarify: The State Department submitted a formal request for documents 
relating to the travelers checks seven months ago. Neither the State Department nor the 
Justice Department has received a response. And after seven months of non-cooperation 
from the Indonesian government, you have oe additional information to provide the 
Committee regarding die pursuit, failed though it may be, of these documents. The 
Indonesian government’ $ reluctance to produce the requested documents is not 
surprising. However, it stretches credulity to suggest that you have vigorously pursued 
these documents for seven months and have nothing more than blanket responses to share 
with the Committee. 

Notwithstanding the March 12 letter, I would like to discuss die degree to which 
you have pursued foreign bank records from the Chinese and Indonesian governments. It 
appears that when it comes to pressing these governments for this information, the 
Clinton Administration has always had higher priorities. You will recall that when the 
President was in China last summer, he discussed the issue of illegal campaign 
fundraising with President Jiang. President Clinton stated described his dialogue with 
President Jiang: 

(T]he question that was raised that was most troubling was whether people at high 
levels in the government of China had either sanctioned or participated in the 

channeling of funds in violation of American law (President Jiang] said they 

looked into that, and he was, obviously, certain, and 1 do believe him that he had 
not ordered or authorized or approved such a thing, and that he could find no 
evidence that anybody in governmental authority had done that. 

Given the recent news reports regarding Chinese espionage connected with our nuclear 
technology, simple acceptance of Jiang Zemin* s denials is clearly misplaced As the 
Washington Post asked: M Was the American response due to a wish for a pre-electoral 
burial of charges that official Chinese had sent funds to the Clinton campaign in 1996?" 
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For your review, I have enclosed my previous letters to you dated September 23, 
1998, and January 26, 1999, and two letters from Acting Assistant Attorney General 
Dennis K. Burke to me dated January 4, 1999, and March 12, 1999, respectively. Please 
contact my Chief Counsel Barbara Comstock to arrange a meeting at your earliest 
convenience. 1 will separately address the other matters discussed in your March 12 letter 
at a later lime. Thank you for your attention to this matter, and I await your response. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


Enclosures 

cc: Samuel R. Berger 

Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs 


The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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September 23, 199$ 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Deportment of Justice 
Washington, D.G 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

Over the course of this Committee's investigation into campaign finance irregularities, 
voluminous conduit contributions from numerous sources have been uncovered. As you know, 
some of those conduit contributions were funded with money given to contributors in the form of 
Visa travelers checks purchased at the Bank Central Asia in Jakarta, Indonesia. 

On July 29, 1 99$, at the direction of Mr. Andi Hairawen of the Bank Central Asia 
Jakarta and Christopher M> Curran, Esq., Bank Central Asia’s legal counsel, I seat a letter to the 
Chairman of Police of the Republic of Indonesia requesting assistance in obtaining the approval 
of the Indonesian Authorities for the release of certain information in Bank Central Asia’s 
possession. We have received no response. 

In a letter dated July 30, 199$, Deputy Assistant Attorney General Mark Richard wrote to 
inform me that, "Certain facts surrounding the travelers checks are under active investigation and 
are crucial to our determination whether additional crimes are charged,” In subsequent 
conversations with Committee staff Mr. Richard indicated that the Justice Department was close 
to receiving information regarding the travelers checks because they were now in the hands of 
the Indonesian government. 

five weeks have passed and the Committee has heard nothing from the Department of 
Justice or the Indonesian government I ask that you share with the Committee any response you 
received from the Indonesian government and all information you have relating to these bank 
records. As you know, this information is important in determining the source of foreign funds 
funneled into the DNC during the 1996 Presidential election cycle. 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
September 23, 1998 
Page 2 


Thank you for yow attention to this matter, and I await your response. 

/''^^incerejy^ 

/) 


Dan Btirton 
Chairman 


Attachments 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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January 26. 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

In June of last year, this Committee uncovered evidence of illegal conduit 
contributions funded with Visa travelers checks issued by and purchased at the Bank 
Central Asia in Jakarta, Indonesia. Since that time, the Committee has taken a number of 
steps in an attempt to determine the circumstances surrounding the purchase and 
distribution of the checks. Our efforts thus far have been stymied by the lack of foreign 
cooperation, and it appears that the Clinton Administration has bee*' less than vigorous in 
pursuit of these records. 

As 1 have detailed in my previous correspondence with you, on July 29, 1 998, the 
Committee formally requested the cooperation of the Indonesian authorities in obtaining 
the release of certain information from Bank Central Asia. We have received no 
response, and based on the Committee’s prior attcmpts to obtain information from foreign 
governments during the course of the campaign finance investigation, we expect there 
will not be one. While I am disappointed with Indonesian officials, 1 am not surprised. 

However, from our own United States government, I expect more. The 
Department has informed the Committee, both formally through correspondence and 
informally through conversations with Committee staff, that the travelers checks are a 
key piece of evidence in the campaign finance investigation. On that point we agree. 

In fact, according to your staff, the Department shares Committee staffs suspicion that 
the travelers checks may very well be connected in some manner to James Riady, a close 
friend of the President 

But what has been done about this? In what approximates a form letter addressed 
to me, on January 4, 1999, Dennis K. Burke, Acting Assistant Attorney General indicated 
that u [t]he Department is working with the Federal Bureau of Investigation Legal in the 
region to obtain the records. Despite repeated requests by the Legat, the documents have 
not yet been provided.** Mr. Burke’s letter was in response to my Septe mber 23, 1998 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
January 25, 1999 
Page 2 


request that "you share with the Committee any response you received from the 
Indonesian government and all information you have relating to these bank records.' 1 It is 
incredible to think that the Department took over three months to pen this non-iesponsive 
response of January 4th. Furthermore, the Department has not provided the Committee 
with even one shred of information regarding the efforts of the Justice Department or the 
State Department regarding the travelers checks or the pursuit of information relating to 
those checks. This is particularly troubling in light of information recently received by 
the Committee that the FBI interviewed Antonio Pan in Jakarta regarding the travelers 
checks. Pan is an associate of Yah Lin "Charlie" Trie and James Riady, and has been 
conclusively tied to the distribution of the travelers checks and illegal conduit 
contributions associated therewith. 

I am confident that the Department has additional information to provide the 
Committee regarding the travelers checks. It in clear that there should be more of an 
effort by the Clinton Administration to obtain these records. I would welcome an 
opportunity to meet with you regarding your efforts and review all relevant materials. I 
would also like to discuss the degree to which you have pursued and the Chinese 
government has provided financial information of import to the campaign finance 
investigation. Please contact my Chief Counsel Barbara Comstock to arrange a meeting 
at your earliest convenience. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter, and I await your response. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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U& Departacat of Justice 
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JAN A 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of September 23, 1998, 
concerning the travelers checks issued from the Bank of Central 
Asia. I apologize for the delay in our response. 

As you know, the Department is working with the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation Legat in the region to obtain the 
records. Despite repeated requests by the Legat, the documents 
have not yet been provided. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of further 
assistance on this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis K. Burke 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 

cc* The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of flie Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C. 70530 

March 12, 1999 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Burton: 

Recently, 1 met with your staff on two occasions to provide information you requested 
from the Department and to develop a cooperative relationship for the exchange of information 
between the Committee and the Department as we begin the new Congress. During those 
meetings, we agreed to provide additional information and to continue to meet with your staff to 
be as responsive as possible to your requests. 

First, I want to advise you that the Attorney General referred the information that 
appeared in the The New York Tunes on February 10, 1999 to the Office of Inspector General 
immediately after the article appeared. 

As I mentioned during our last meeting with your staff, the Campaign Financing Task 
Force continues to be active. Several cases are scheduled for trial and other matters are under 
investigation. As is common, the investigative staff level has been adjusted to meet the needs of 
this major investigation. There are almost 90 attorneys, FBI Special Agents, auditors, and 
support staff working on the investigation and prosecutions. 

At one of our meetings with your staff in January, we discussed the Committee’s 
document requests to the Department and its FBI and DEA components and clarified the scope 
and focus of the Committee’s concerns. On February 11, 1999, a Department official personally 
delivered to the Committee staff more than 830 pages of documents responsive to its letters. 

These are the documents to which you referred in your letter dated the same day. In that letter of 
February 11, you also repeated a request you had made in January to interview a supervisor of 
Richard Gregorie, an Assistant United States Attorney m the Southern District of Florida. 

Through our arrangements, your Committee staff has now interviewed William A. Keefer, who 
was the United States Attorney in the Southern District at the time of the occurances in which 
you are interested. 
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In response to your letter of January 26, 1999 concerning efforts by the Department of 
Justice to obtain information about certain travelers checks issued by, or purchased at, the Bank 
of Central Asia in Jakarta, Indonesia, I can tefl you that the Department has made both informal 
and formal efforts to obtain these documents. I discussed the informal efforts being made by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation in my letter to you of January 4. In addition, at the Justice 
Department’s request, the State Department in August of 1998 submitted a formal request to the 
government of Indonesia for the documents. To date, we have not received a response. At this 
time, we do not have additional information that we maysprovide youjregardmg matters related to 
the travelers checks or our efforts to obtain financial information from the governments of 
Indonesia or the PRC. I win contact your staff to arrange a meeting at such time as we may 
provide you the information you are seeking. 

I cannot provide you any information regarding your assertion that the FBI interviewed 
Antonio Pan in Jakarta. As you know, we have a longstanding policy against discussing 
investigative actions in pending criminal cases. We can inform you that Mr Pan has been 
indicted and is represented by counsel, factors that would affect any contacts between the FBI 
and Mr. Pan. 

In response to your letter inquiring about letters sent by Andrew Fois and Lee Radek 
concerning the Independent Counsel Act, Mr. Fois correctly stated that the Independent Counsel 
Act covers the chairman and treasurer of a presidential campaign committee, while Mr. Radek 
correctly concluded that the individuals who did not hold these positions or who were not 
officers of the campaign committee “exerrisfing] authority at the national level” were not 
“covered persons” under the Act. Furthermore, regardless of any personal beliefs that they may 
hold, all attorneys in the Department recognize their professional responsibility to enforce the 
law, including the Independent Counsel Act. Mr. Radek has consistently and fairly applied the 
Act during his tenure as Chief of the Public Integrity Section. I can also report to you, in 
response to correspondence from you, that former Deputy Chief of Staff Kent Markus played no 
role in the decisionmaking in the campaign finance investigation. 

Finally, other Department representatives and 1 have discussed with your staff over the 
past several months the importance of balancing Congress’ oversight needs and the Department’s 
Jaw enforcement responsibilities. During those conversations, we have advised your staff that 
despite extensive review, including careful examination of all the matters you and your staff have 
cited, we have not been able to establish that the Department has ever provided Congress with 
prosecutorial decisionmaking memoranda during the investigative stage of an open criminal 
matter. My understanding is that when the Department stated in December 1997 that the 
Committee’s subpoena was unprecedented, we had reviewed the precedents cited in your letter 
and the accompanying Congressional Research Service memorandum, and concluded that none 
represented a comparable demand. In response to your more recent inquiries, we have continued 
our research and have identified one possibly comparable Congressional demand. 8 Op. 

O.LC. 252 (1984XsubpoeD& for investigative files). The Department's research indicates, 
however, that in that instance the Department did not provide Congress with access to internal 


2 
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documents relating to an open criminal investigation, and that neither the Department nor tbe 
Committee bad previously identified tins Congressional demand. We have also leaned that 
Department witnesses discussed some ongoing cases and provided related materials during the 
1924 investigation of former Attorney General Harry Daugherty, hut we have not identified any 
comparable prosecutorial decisionmaking document that the Department provided to Congress 
whie those matters were in tbe investigative stage. 

We look forward to continuing to work with you and your staff on these matters and any 
future requests. Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can be of further assistance. 


Sincerely, 

DeawICButke 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: Tbe Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 


3 
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March 24, 1 999 


Attorney General Janet Reno 
United States Department of Justice 
Tenth Street A Constitution Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Effgu^tfOTPocOTpits 

Dear General Reno: 

Pursuant to its authority under Rule X and XI of the House of Representatives, the 
Committee on Government Reform hereby requests certain records. 

pefinitiw? and instructions 

1 . For the purposes of this request, the word "record” or "records" shall include, 
but shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether 
written, typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, 
filmed, graphically portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced; and 
includes, but is not limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or 
video or audio recording, produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity 
reports, agendas, analyses, announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, 
bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover 
sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer printouts, computer tapes, contracts, 
external and interna! correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, electronic mail (e- 
mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, minutes, notes, 
notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, recordings, 

. reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or 
evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any 
other machine readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former 
employees, agents, consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record” or 
"records* shall also include all other records, documents, data and information of a like 
and similar nature not listed above. 
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2. For purposes of this request, the terms "refer" or “relate" and "concerning" as to 
any given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, 
mentions, deals with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including 
but not limited to records concerning the preparation of other records. 

3. This request calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of 
data and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, 
including, but not limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as 
well as any records to which you have access, any records which were formerly in your 
possession, or which you have put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. 
Unless a time period is specifically identified, the subpoena includes all documents to the 
present. 

4. The conjunctions “or" and "and" are to be read interchangeably in the manner 
that gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

5. No records, documents, data or information called for by this request shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

6. If you have knowledge that any requested record, document, data or 
information has been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, 
documents data or information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, 
loss, deposit or disposal. 

7. When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or 
information as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list 
each record, document, compilation of data or information by date, type, addressee, 
author (and if different, the preparer and signatoiy), general subject matter, and indicated 
or known circulation. Also, indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, 
document, compilation of data or information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity 
of the claim of privilege. 

8. This request is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of 
data or information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the 
return date shall be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

9. Please provide a printed and, where possible, an electronic version of records. 
Electronic information may be stored on V/t inch diskettes in ASCII format. In addition, 
please provide the Committee’s Minority staff with an identical copy of all records 
provided. 
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Requested Items 

Please produce to the Committee all records relating to the investigation of 
political contributions made by Jorge Castro Barredo and Maria Sire Castro in September 
1992, including efforts by Charles A. Intriago to facilitate such contributions. 

To assist you with your search, relevant documents should exist in the offices of 
the Southern District of Florida, the Public Integrity Section, the Campaign Financing 
Task Force, and other main Justice Department offices in Washington, D.C. It is possible 
that relevant documents may be filed under the names of Jorge Castro Barredo, Maria 
Sire Castro, Orlando Castro Llanes, or Charles A. Intriago. 

Please produce the requested items by the close of business on March 31,1 999. If 
you have any questions about this request, please contact the Committee’s Chief 
Investigative Counsel, James C. Wilson, at (202) 225-5074. 


>«IHyrely, 

I/O* fit 

Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Honorable Henry Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 


3 
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March 31, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

Pursuant to Rule X of the Rules of the House of Representatives, the Committee on 
Government Reform has been conducting an ongoing investigation into campaign finance abuses 
in recent elections including the transfers of large amounts of foreign money into our political 
system. In fulfilling our oversight responsibilities under House Rules, the Committee will 
convene a hearing to examine actions taken by the Clinton Administration to obtain foreign 
evidence and cooperation in this and other related matters. 1 am writing to request you to testify 
before the committee either April 13 or April 20, 1999 regarding the efforts by the Clinton 
Administration to obtain foreign evidence and the level of cooperation of foreign governments in 
the campaign finance investigation and related matters. 

A principal focus of the hearing will be whether efforts to obtain evidence from or 
interview witnesses in China, Indonesia or other countries have taken a back seat to other foreign 
policy considerations and if so, why. Witnesses should expect to field questions about the level 
of cooperation from the Chinese government and other foreign governments as well as questions 
about the level of priority gives to these efforts by the Clinton Administration. 

As you know, the campaign finance investigation has traced millions of dollars in illegal 
foreign money that flowed into largely Democratic campaign coffers. The original source bank 
accounts for these funds are in Hong Kong, Macau and Indonesia, among other places. In order 
to learn who was ultimately involved in this transfer of money, it is essential to obtain these 
critical records. To date, no such records have been obtained. As you know, these actions, 
combined with 121 people who have asserted Fifth Amendment privileges or fled the country, 
have severely hampered the campaign finance investigation. 
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Page 2 - The Honorable Janet Reno 


The hearing will take place either April 13 or April 20, 1999, 10:00 am, Room 2154, 
Rayburn House Office Building. Il is requested that you provide 100 copies of your written 
testimony to the Committee do later than 49 hoars prior to the time of the hearing. Also, to 
facilitate printing of the bearing record, please provide a computer disk containing your 
testimony. Ar the time of the hearing, we. ask that you summarize your written testimony in ten 
minutes to allow maximum time for discussion and questions. Please be prepared to remain for 
the duration of the hearing in order to address issues that may arise. Under the Congressional 
Accountability Act, the House of Representatives roust be in compliance with the Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA). 

Persons requiring special accommodations should contact Oria Martin <202)225-5074 at 
least four business days prior to the hearing. 

Please contact Barbara Comstock, Chief Counsel at (202) 225-5074 to dis c us s the 
arrangements for this hearing and finalizing a date. We appreciate your willingness to appear 
and look forward to your testimony. 



Chairman 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

I am writing with regard to Sunday's Los Angeles Times article about Johnny Chung’s 
testimony before the grand jury. As I am sure you are aware, the Times reported that Mr. Chung met 
three times with the chief of China's military intelligence agency, General Ji Shengde, who directed 
that $300,000 be wired to Chung's bank account to make political contributions to the President’s 
campaign. 

This is the third time in the last year that significant portions of Mr. Chung's testimony have 
been leaked to the press, apparently by sources at the Justice Department: 

• On May 1 5, 1998, the New York Times reported that Mr. Chung told the Justice Department 
that he donated “tens of thousands of dollars'* to the DNC that he received from China 
Aerospace executive and People's Liberation Army officer Liu Chao-Ying. The story was 
attributed to “lawyers and officials with knowledge of the Justice Department's campaign 
finance inquiry." 

• On June 20, 1998, the Washington Post reported that Mr. Chung told the Justice Department 
that 'Top Democratic National Committee officials knowingly solicited and accepted 
improper donations from him." The article quotes "sources familiar with his (Chung's) 
account," and "an official close to the investigation." 

• Sunday's Los Angeles Times article detailing the role of General Ji cites "sources familiar 
with Chung’s sealed statements to federal prosecutors’* and "law enforcement and other 
sources" 

I believe that it is in the public interest for the facts about Chinese government efforts to 
subvert our elections to be brought to light. The American people have a right to know the truth. 
However, piecemeal leaks to the press arenot the best means of accomplishing that goal Therefore, 
I intend to call Mr. Chung as a witness before the Government Reform Committee, and 1 ask for 
your cooperation in making his testimony possible. 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
April 7, 1999 
Page 2 


Mr. Chung reached a plea agreement and agreed to provide evidence to your Department in 
March 1998, just over one year ago. In that time, no indictments have been brought as a result of 
his cooperation 

Recent media reports have suggested that the Task Force's work has ground to a hah. For 
example, Fox News , on March 23, quoted 'investigation sources" as saying that they have "all but 
written 'case closed' memos on a whole series of investigations," and that "with Attorney General 
Janet Reno's approval, thexases are technically being kept 'open to avoid political criticism for 
toiling to win major convictions." 

Fax News, went on to report that some prosecutoresought to jump-start the investigation by 
immunizing Democratic fundraiser Charlie Trie in exchange for his testimony, but that their 
superiors would not allow it. If true, this incident is a glaring example of why an independent 
counsel is so badlyneeded in this investigation. This is a case study in why an investigation of the 
President his senior advisors, and his fundraisers cannot be supervised by political appointees. The 
public will forever have doubts about whether the decision not to immunize Mr. Trie was made for 
sound prosecutorial reasons or to shield administration figures who might be implicated by his 
testimony. 

Your decision not to seek an independent counsel has severely damaged the credibility of 
your investigation into illegal fundraising activities. Your decision flew in the face of the 
overwhelming consensus of the legal community and the press that an independent counsel was 
needed. In fact, it ran counter to the guidance of your most experienced advisors. FBI Director 
Louis Freeh, chief campaign finance prosecutor Charles LaBella, and the senior FBI agent on the 
Task Force, James Desamo, all called on you to seek an independent counsel, to no avail. 

I believe that we must act to restore the confidence of the American people that their interests 
are being protected. It is imperative that we shine the light of day on the facts surrounding Chinese 
government involvement in fUnneling foreign money into our political system. This should not be 
done in a piecemeal fashion by unnamed sources with unknown motives. That is why 1 intend to 
call Johnny Chung to testify before the Committee. I ask for your cooperation in enabling him to 
do so. While the plea agreement reached between Mr. Chung and the Justice Department remains 
sealed, past agreements written by the Campaign Finance Task Force have called for the witness to 
give their full cooperation to all government agencies. Any effort to block Chung from testifying 
would hinder Congress' legitimate oversight interests and leave the American people in the dark. 

I urge you to take all relevant steps to make sure that Chung is able to testify. 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
April 7, 1999 
Page 3 


Allegations of upper-echelon Chinese government efforts to subvert our political system are 
very serious. They deserve a full public airing. Our government and the government of China are 
currently engaged on a broad range of bilateral issues that affect our national security and economic 
wellbeing: 

• China is pressing for admission to the World Trade Organization, and Chinese Premier Zhu 
Rongji will discuss this issue with President Clinton on Thursday. 

• Both the Chinese Government and Hughes Electronics Corporation are pressuring the 
Clinton Administration to reverse its rejection of a $450 million satellite sale to a consortium 
with ties to the Chinese military. This was the first time that a satellite sale to China has 
been blocked because of national security concerns. 

Government officials engaged in these discussions need to have information on the full range 
of Chinese activities that are hostile to our interests in order to make good decisions. So do the 
American people. 

I understand the importance of maintaining secrecy during a grand jury investigation. 
However, given the standstill that your investigation appears to have reached, I believe that the 
public’s right to know takes precedence. Judging by the leaks that have been occurring, it appears 
that officials in your department have reached the same conclusion. 

Please respond to my request by Wednesday, April 14, and let me know what steps you are 
willing to take to facilitate Johnny Chung's testimony. 



Dan Burton 

Chair man 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 

All Members, Committee on Government Reform 

Mr. Brian A. Sun 
O’Neill, Lysaght & Sun LLP 
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US. Department of Jistkc 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office oftbe Assistant Attorney General Washington D.C 20530 

April 19, 1999 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This 19 in response to your letter of March 5, 1 999, requesting additional information 
about some of the material redacted from the more than 830 pages of documents we provided 
you in January in response to an earlier Committee request for documents. As you may know, 
we advised Committee staff before we provided the redacted documents that we would provide a 
limited amount of additional information if possible to help them understand the unredacted 
portions of the documents, if they had questions. Accordingly, we are providing the enclosed 
responses to those questions as set forth in the Committee’s letter. Our public disclosure of this 
information would be prohibited by the Privacy Act, but we are providing it to the Committee in 
response to its oversight request £sfi 5 U.S.C. 552a(bX9). We request that die Committee take 
appropriate steps to protect die privacy of the individuals mentioned in these materials and not 
disclose the information publicly without notifying the Department in advance. 

We hope that this information is useful to you. Please do not hesitate to contact me if we 
may be of further assistance on this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis K. Burke 

Acting Assistant Attorney Genera] 



Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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QUESTION I : Documents 0049-0051: These three pages make reference to case file 19-90- 
Z002. Please characterize the involvement of Orlando Castro Llanes in this case. 

ANSWER 1 : Document 0049 is a Case Closing DEA-6 for I9-90-Z002, dated January 10, 1 994 
which contains no information relating to Orlando C astro L lanes. The document numbered 
0050- 0051 is a CONFIDENTIAL DEA Teletype #0B(I9-9O-ZOO2) from the Caracas 
Country Office in response to a request by the Cincinnati Resident Office. The Cincinnati 
Resident Office had requested subscriber information and criminal background checks for 
telephone numbers identified during an investigation it was conducting into a cocaine trafficking 
organization involving a person not named in the Committee's requests. This investigation led to 
an administrative subpoena being issued for a specified telephone number in Hialeah, Florida. 
The telephone company responded to the subpoena and provided subscriber and toll records for 
the requested telephone number. The toll records obtained from this telephone number provided 
several numbers which were being called in Venezuela. The Cincinnati Resident Office 
requested that the Caracas Country Office ide ntify the subsc riber for the telephone numbers 
identified in Venezuela Telephone number flHBHHF was identified as subscribed to by 
Orlando Castro in Venezuela This investigation contains no further information relating to 
Orlando Castro. It should also be noted that this investigation was unable to determine the 
subscriber identified as Orlando Castro is the same subject as Orlando Castro Llanes. 

QUESTION 2: Documents 0069-0075: These pages consist of a heavily redacted teletype 
regarding the Recarey case. Does this teletype contain the names of Carlos Freeman, Thor 
Halvorssen, or Orlando Castro? If so, please unredact those portions of the teletype containing 
those names. 

ANSWER 2: The teletype does not contain the names of Carlos Freeman, Thor Halvorssen, or 
Orlando Castro. 

QUESTION 3: Document 0090: This document contains the statement “ALLEGATIONS OF 
RECAREY BEING LOCATED IN VENEZUELA AS WELL AS THE ALLEGED CORRUP- 
TION USED TO PROTECT HIM IS INFORMATION RECEIVED FROM” (redacted). Was 
this information received from Carlos Freeman, Thor Halvorssen or Orlando Castro Llanes? 

ANSWER 3: No. 

QUESTION 4: Document 0132: This document contains the following statement: “Miami 
receives Venezuelan newspaper article about RECAREY's involvement with other Venezuelan 
citizens in an attempt to fraudulently purchase a major stock interest in the bank of Venezuela.” 

If available, please provide a copy of the referenced newspaper article. In addition, please inform 
the Committee whether any investigative action was taken with respect to this allegation. 
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ANSWER 4: No investigative action was taken with respect to this allegation. A copy of the 
newspaper article, which is in Spanish, and an English translation are attached. 

QUESTION 5: Document 0261: This document is page one of two of a DEA report from file 
GFAN-88-8001. Please characterize the involvement of Orlando Castro LJanes in the 
investigation referenced in the report 

ANSWER 5: This document is a report in which a Confidential Source (CS) was debriefed and 
provided general information regarding narcotics trafficking in Venezuela. The information 
provided by the CS is reported with the caption “The following is an alphabetical listing of 
individuals reported to DEA by the CS, who the CS believes are involved in or have dealings 
with narcotics or narcotics trafficking in Venezuela.” This is the only mention of Orlando Castro 
in this investigation. 

QUESTION 6: Document 0262-0273 : These pages consist of assorted pages from three DEA 
reports of investigation from File GFZB-90-8001. Was the information in these reports provided 
to the DEA by another U.S. Government agency? If so, please identify the agency. In addition, 
please provide the name and position of the author of the three reports. 

ANSWER 6: The first of these three DEA reports referenced above is identified as a 1 7 page 
DEA-6 reporting the debriefing of a Confidential Source (CS). The Committee’s letter refers 
only to pages 1, 2, 4, 5, 6, 13 and 16. In response to the first of these questions regarding this 
report, a CS provided the information and not another U.S. Government agency. 

The Committee has requested names and related information regarding the authors of specific 
DEA reports and documents. In order to best insure the safety and security of DEA employees 
and their families, the DEA does not generally release personal identifying information such as 
the names of authors of reports. 

The second of these DEA reports referenced above is identified as an 11 page DEA-6 reporting 
the debriefing of a Confidential Source (CS). The Committee’s letter refers only to pages 5, 6, 9 
and 1 0. In response to the first of these questions regarding this report, a CS provided the 
information and not another U.S. Government agency. 

The third of these DEA reports referenced above is identified as a 4 page DEA-6 reporting the 
“Third Quarter Status Report FY-91.” The Committee’s letter refers only to page 3 of this report. 
In response to the first of these questions regarding this report, this is a DEA-6 status report. 
There is no specific investigative information provided in this report nor was any information 
received from another U.S. Government agency. 

QUESTION 7: Document 0274: This is one page from a two-page DEA report form File G4-96- 
0018. Please characterize the role of Orlando Castro Llanes in this investigation. 
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ANSWER 7: This two page DEA-6 repons information received as a result of the debriefing of 
a Confidential Source (CS). Orlando Castro was identified in this investigation only as the 
former CEA of a banking institution in Venezuela that was allegedly implicated in the 
embezzlement of millions of dollars from die Venezuelan government 

QUESTION 8: Document 0284: This document is an excerpt from a DEA report containing a 
reference to a N ADDIS record for Carum (sic) Capital Crop. Please provide a date for the 
referenced NADDIS record. In addition, this document states that “Note: Howard GLICKEN 
may be associated with the (redacted).” Please remove the redaction. 

ANSWER 8: This document is a 32 page DEA-6 reporting “Response to Bern Country Office 
Information Request” This report was prepared by DEA Headquarters at the request of the Bern 
Country Office for indices checks on specific information provided by the Bern Country Office. 
The Committee’s letter refers only to page 6 of the 32 page report. The NADDIS record for 
Carum (sic) Capital Coip was created on January 23, 1991 . The portion of the report which the 
Committee wants the redaction removed shows the name “ARBOLEDA" family. If the 
redaction is removed from the report, the comment would read “Note: Howard GLICKEN may 
be associated with the (ARBOLEDA family) ” 

QUESTION 9: Document 03 11: This excerpt from a DEA report contains the statement that 
“(redacted) advised (redacted) that previously GLICKEN had sent campaign contributions 
(redacted) but due to an ongoing investigation, (redacted) bad to refuse the contributions.” 

Please identify the individual who refused the Glicken contributions. 

ANSWER 9: Gerald Lewis, Comptroller of Florida, is the person identified in the report as 
refusing the Glicken contributions. 

QUESTION 10: Document 0323: This excerpt from a DEA report contains the following 
statement: “3. The individuals who allegedly have put out this contract on (redacted) are 
(redacted ) and Thor HALBORSEN (sic). (Redacted) Investigation continues.” Please identify 
the source of the quoted information. In addition, please identify the author of this DEA report 

ANSWER 10: The source of this information is confidential. As stated above, in order to best 
insure the safety and security of DEA employees and their families, the DEA does not generally 
release personal identifying information such as the name of the authors of reports. 

QUESTION 11: Document 0348: This excerpt from a DEA report contamstteMowing 
statement: “Also listed in (redacted) is Rafael ALCANTARA, for account 4HHHI Bankers 
Trust Co. NY. This account was to receive trafficker funds at the direction of CASTRO in 1989. 
ALCANTARA is currently the name on an account at another bank, used (redacted) the direction 
(redacted) “office." (See paragraph 15 of this report) Please provide the entire memo in 
unredacted form (except fer the identity of informants). If you are unable to provide fee memo in 
u nredacted form, please explain why, and at a minimum, provide further, clarification regarding 
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the identity of the “CASTRO” referenced in the report. In addition, identify die DEA field office 
which prepared the report. 

ANSWER 11: This document is a 7 page DEA-6 reporting “CIDMONEY ” The request to the 
Attorney General from the Committee only references page 2 of this 7 page report This report is 
a summary of the financial transactions that have been completed from December 1991 through 
March 1992 and the research conducted on those transactions that concern individuals who are 
not in the questions from the Committee. The X ASTRO” identified in this report is not related 
to Orlando Castro Llanes. This report was generated by DEA Headquarters with assistance from 
the Miami Field Division. 

QUESTION 12: Document 0475: This is a SWIFT banking document for Progress© Bank. 
Please provide the document 

ANSWER 12: We are providing an unredacted version of this document. 

QUESTION 13: Document 00484: This document is illegible. Please provide a clearer copy of 
the document, if possible. 

ANSWER 13: This document (which is of poor quality) is page 2 of a 2 page teletype which has 
been copied and faxed and now has a shadow on the referenced document This teletype 

was generated/origmated by the Department of State, American Embassy, Caracas, 
Venezuela as a result of a newspaper article in the 44 El Nacional.” In summary, the subject ot this 
document is as follows: Subject: Media coverage for Friday, May 20, 1994 - Revocation of 
VISA denial of entry to alleged money launderer Rafael Alcantara.” The teletype reports the 
newspaper account of the decision by the U.S. Government to revoke the non-immigrant visa of 
prominent Venezuelan financier Rafoel Alcantara under the 212.AC provisions of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act and to deny him entry to the United States. The article also 
reports that Mr. Alcantara was denied a visa because of strong evidence of his involvement in 
money laundering m Tachira State. DEA cannot comment on the accuracy of the news article. 

QUESTION 14: Documents 0501-0502: This is a letter from Rafael Alcantara to the DEA 
Please provide this letter to the Committee in unredacted form. 

ANSWER 14: The information that has been redacted from this letter is the name of the DEA 
Country Attache. The other redacted information in this letter from Rafael Alcantara is provided 
as follows: "The false accusation derives from the blackmail attempt made on me by Mario 
Rodolfo Portell - a former employee of your agency - through a well-known Venezuelan lawyer. 
Mario Proteil is the husband of Judge Mildred Camero, who issued the order for my arrest” The 
name of Mr. Barry McCaffrey was redacted and appeared in the cc section at the end of the letter. 

QUESTION 15: Documents 0573-0574: Please identify the author of this document. 
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ANSWER 1 5: This document was generated by the United States Customs Service, Special 
Agent-in-Charge, New York. 

QUESTION 16: Document 0623: This excerpt from a 39 page DEA report contains a reference 
to Orlando Castro. Please characterize the role of Castro in the investigation referenced in the 
report In addition, identify the DEA field office that prepared this report. 

ANSWER 16: This document is a 39 page DEA-6 reporting “Analysis of Documents seized 
fro m [a person not named in the Committee’s requests] during the seizure of $849,250.00 on 
October 3 1 , 1985.” This report was prepared by DEA Headquarters at the request of the Los 
Angeles Field Division. Orlando Castro was identified in this investigation only as a name found 
on a 5x8 yellow note pad along with a telephone and pager number. 

QUESTION 17: Document 0755: Please identify the DEA field office that prepared this report. 
In addition, please inform the Committee whether the investigation referenced in the report is 
still ongoing. 


ANSWER 17: This document is a 2 page DEA-6 prepared by the New England Field Division. 
This is the only information received regarding Howard Glicken and there has been no 
investigation initialed as a result of this information. 


QUESTION 1 8: Document 0760: This document is a letter from the DEA Miami field office to 
an unidentified individual. Please provide the date that the letter was sent, and characterize the 
role of Howard Glicken in the matter referenced in the letter. 

ANSWER 1 8: This document is a 3 page letter from the Special Agent-in-Charge of the Miami 
Field Division to Mr. Joseph Kelley, Regional Chief Inspector, United States Postal Service, 
Memphis, Tennessee which contains no date on the letter. This letter to the United States Postal 
Service is an official request for assistance to initiate a mail cover on Howard Morton Glicken. 

The Miami Field Division Office initiated this investigation which involved a large-scale money 
laundering and drug trafficking organization headed by a Colombian National identified as Jose 
Duvan Arboleda-Gonzales. During the course of this investigation, a number of precious metals 
refining companies were jointly established by Harry Falk, Jose Duvan Arboleda-Gonzales and 
Howard Morton Glicken. This investigation subsequently led to a 230 count indictment out of 
the Northern District of Georgia in 1991 . Mr. Glicken was granted limited immunity in return 
for his testimony in this case. Mr. Falk was convicted of 90 counts of money laundering and is 
saving 27 years and Mr. Arboleda remains a DEA fugitive. 
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Cut ID#: 
TUI 

fttibjiot: 

Coattot: 


[Translator's Note: A sari as of dots (. . .) has been used to 

indicate an incomplete sentence and the letters (il) areas where 
the text is illegible. Translator's notes are indicated by 
brackets. Text in English in the original has been underlined. 

A series of lines ( ) has been used to show where a sentence is 

interrupted and a word or words that would be there are missing 
due to the different word order in Spanish.] 

(T.N. This is a translation of a photocopy of a newspaper 
article from the *S1 Universal* newspaper. The data, September 
18, 1990, is handwritten at the top of the document.] 


99*0570 
Miguel Recarey 

Paul Cignoli - Extension 1117 


[TRANSLATION FROM THE SPANISH] 


Accusation by Attorney Alvaro Rotondaro 

They. -Bought Stock in die “Banco de Venezuela” with Dirty 
•* - Money end State Funds 


[Photograph * The legend next to the photograph reads: ‘Doctor 
Alvaro Rotondaro displays a tfiaai Herald* article Indicating 
that Miguel Recarey is a fugitive from -justice,, hiding out in 
Venezuela. (Photo Ferdomo) . ] 

The ‘Banco de Venezuela” shareholder will ask the Office of the 
Attorney General to open an investigation on the source of the 
said funds today, since they are~consist of dirty money, derived 
from a fraud. 

"Miguel Recarey, a. swindler wanted by the FBI, is a partner of 
Antonio Lacuna, -who has pleaded in -behalf of Orlando Castro,” 
affirmed 'Rotondaro. 

“‘The IDB [ Inter ameri can Development Bank] lent one and a half 
million dollars to an insurance company, owned by Orlando Castro, 
which was audited/placed in. receivership* in the USA. It also 
granted loans amounting. to millions to that group,” he 
emphasized. 
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MPR-24-1999 15:23 


P. 03/35 


Roberto Romanmlli 

Attorney Alvaro Rotondaro, ‘Banco de Venezuela* 1 shareholder, 
will petition the Office of the Attorney General of the Republic 
to conduct an investigation on the source of the funds used by 
Orlando Castro's group of companies to purchase stock in that 
institution, since there are indications of an alleged laundering 
of money derived from frauds. 

Rotondaro affirmed that his 'curiosity was piqued” by the 
fact that a group had invested approximately 3,400,000,000 
bolivars to acquire 2 It of “Banco de Venezuela" stock, whose 
annual earnings are approximately 1.5%, when that same money 
would earn 40% a year if invested in zero coupon tends. This 
means that earnings of 1,300,000,000 bolivars were exchanged for 
earnings of 35,000,000 bolivars. 

Worried by this situation, and specially since I was aware 
that these “Grupo Latinoamericano de Seguros" companies deal with 
funds belonging to the public (either depositors or insured 
persons) and, through its financial institutions, State funds, I 
received a series of anonymous communications about the presence 
in Venezuela of a gentleman named Miguel Recarey. He is one of 
the most wanted men in the United States as a result of a fraud 
in the amount of more than 2,000,000,000 dollars committed 
against the American social security. He founded two companies 
together with Antonio Lecuna. The latter, in turn, has addressed 
the "comisidn Nacional de Valores" [National Securities 
Commission] pleading for a decision in favor of Orlando Castro in 
the present litigation concerning the holding of the "Banco de 
Venezuela' shareholders' meeting. 

To support his statements, Rotondaro displayed: two issues 
of United States newspapers, the Jilaai Herald" and The Wall 
street Journal, * that reported the fraud committed by Recarey; 
and the charters of the "Turismo JTuan Griego* and "Inversiones 
Alleven, C.A." companies, where Recarey and Antonio Lecuna 
Casanova appear as partners. 

Rotondaro added that it is rumored that Recarey arrived in 
the country as Antonio Lacuna's guest and protfegd, and that he is 
living at Lagunita Country club. 

The accuser also emphasized that Orlando Ca6tro is the owner 
of a company called "Orcalla (the name is taken from the first 
letters of Orlando Castro Lianas) Corporation ." which owns an 
insurance company named "Latin American Property and Casualty 
Insuranc e Company. " This company was audited/placed in 
receivership* by the United States Office of Insurance 
Supervision because it lost all its reserves. It was forced to 
create a special reserve of 1,500,000 dollars to stay in 
business • 
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Rotondaro’s accusations did not end there. He subsequently 
displayed a document certifying that the "Banco Industrial de 
Venezuela” gave "Orcalla Corporation" the Billion and a half 
dollars it needed to establish the reserve. He added that, in 
the process of purchasing the "Banvez” ("Banco de Venezuela"] 
stock, "state financial institutions were used to make the 
necessary bridge [T.N. the word used is "puente," literally 
"bridge," possibly refers to bridge loans] for this operation, 
that could result in the largest financial crash in Venezuela." 

In this respect, he pointed out that the BIV ("Banco Industrial 
de Venezuela”] has granted loans of approximately 800 million 
bolivars to the "Grupo Latinoamericano de Seguros." 

Rotondaro said that he has been a shareholder of the Banco 
de Venezuela for twenty years. He owns a total of 300 shares and 
is afraid that control of the bank may be taken over by Orlando 
Castro. 

• I am very worried, not by the increase in the value of the 
stock; I like that, but by these men's totally aggressive style. 

In order to take control of the Bank, they are trying to 
challenge the shares of some companies that they call Bank 
branches, but which in fact are not, by saying that they are 
Treasury stock, so that they have no voice or vote at the 
meeting. If these accusations are true, we would have a man who, 
as he says, "gets down off the mule," which in local slang means 
corrupting public officials for the purpose of obtaining favors 
and cushy jobs. And it is said that Recarey paid one of the sons 
of Hr. Bush, the president of the United States, 75,000 dollars 
to buy an apartment. All this frightens me. 

As is common knowledge, the Banvez shareholders* meeting is 
scheduled to take place next Priday. A new confrontation is 
anticipated between the Banks* Board of Directors, under the 
leadership of Carlos Bemardez Lossada, and the group led by 
Orlando Castro, who has become the individual stockholder with 
the largest number of shares in the institution. 


* (T.N. The word used is "intervenida," which can mean either 
that the company was the subject of an audit or that it was taken 
over by a receiver. ) 
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RESPONSE TO QUESTION 12 


Document Number 0475 in unredacted form 
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ONE HUNDRED SIXTH COMUCSS 

Congress of tfje tHniteb &>tate* 

$ouft o( feprtsattatibt* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buhoing 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 




April 20, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Dep art men t of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Re: 


Dear General Reno: 

Pursuant to the request made by your staff; C am enclosing a number of materials 
relating to the Committee's investigation ofEmest G. Green. The following materials 
are enclosed: 

1 . Deposition of Lottie Shackelford, April 14, 1998. 

2. Deposition of David Mercer, August 21, 1997. 

3. Delation of David Mercer, August 26, 1 997. 

4. Deposition of David Mercer, October 23, 1998. 

5. Deposition of Bob Nash, September 4, 1997. 

6. Deposition of Richard Mays, November S, 1997. 

7. Deposition of Jude Kearney, February 16, 1998. 

8. Deposition of Scott Mills, March 1 1, 1998. 

9. Notes from Interview of Barry Gold, Match 26, 1998. 

10. Notes from Interview of Jill Shawitz, August 3, 1998. 

1 1. Notes from Interview of Theodora Roosevelt, Sep te mbe r 24, 1998. 

12. Notes from Interview of Mimi Chang, June 1 8, 1998. 

13. Notes from Interview of James Christian and Robert Washington, May 30, 
1997. 

14. Correspondence between the Committee and Mr. Green. (This 
correspondence indudes all subpoenas served upon Mr. Green. It does 
not include interrogatories ansvrared by Mr, Green, which ate still 
Executive Session material, and need to be released by a vote of the 
Committee.) 

15. April 1, 1997, Document Production by Ernest G. Great. 

16. April 22, 1997, Document Production by Ernest G. Green. 

17. June 2. 1997. Document Production bv Ernest G. Green. 
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18. November 21, 1997, Document Production by Ernest G. Green. 

1 9. December 10 ( 1997, Document Production by Ernest G. Green. 

20. July 20, 1998, Document Production by Ernest G. Green. 

21 . April 22, 1998, Document Production by Lehman Brothers. 

22. September 1 S, 1998, Document Production by Bell Atlantic (Ernest Green 
Business Phone Records). 

23. July 21,1 998, Document Production by Riggs Bank. 

24. July 22, 1 998, Document Production by NationsBank. 

25. July 31, 1 998, Document Production by NationsBank. 

26. September 3, 1998, Document Production by NationsBank. 

27. September 8, 1998, Document Production by NationsBank. 

28. September 18, 1998, Document Production by NationsBank. 

29. February 26, 1998, Document Production from Bell Atlantic (Ernest 
Green Home Telephone Records). 

30. Copies of subpoenas and document requests regarding Ernest G. Green. 

This material constitutes the vast majority of documents, interviews and 
depositions in the possession of the Committee that relate to its investigation of Mr. 
Green. The Committee also retains original photographs belonging to Mr. Green which 
were taken at the October 1995 event at the Shangri-La Hotel in Hong Kong. If you wish 
to be provided with a copy of those photographs, please inform my staff. As you know, 
most of those photographs were reproduced as Exhibits 59-71 to Chapter IV-B of the 
Committee's Interim Report 


If there is any more material that would be useful to your evaluation of the 
Committee's referral of Mr. Green, please contact the Committee’s Deputy Counsel and 
Parliamentarian, David A. Kass, at 225-S074. 



Chairman 


cc: Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member (w/o enclosures) 

David Vicinanzo, Esq., Campaign Financing Task Force (w/o enclosures) 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the AsaistMs! Attorney Oeaerat Washington, D C. 20530 

wv 6 1999 


The Honorable David N. McIntosh 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

National Sconcmic Growth, Natural 
Resources, and Regulatory Affairs 
Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

The Department has completed its review of your referral of 
criminal allegations involving Deputy Counsel to the President 
Cheryl Mills. After careful consideration and review of the 
material submitted with your letter of September 17, 1998, we 
have determined that further investigation is not warranted and 
have declined prosecution. 

Thank ycu again for your interest in this matter. 

Sincerely, 

M. Faith Burton 
Special Counsel to the 

Assistant Attorney General 

cc: The Honorable Dan Burton 

The Honorable Henry Waxman 
The Honorable John F. Tierney 
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May 26, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United States 
United Stales D e partment of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear Genoa) Reno; 

I write to make one request and to bring another matter to your attention. First, I request 
that you appoint an Independent Counsel to investigate President Clinton’s hosting of illegal 
fundraisers in the White House. Second, I would like an explanation of the extent to which your 
Department delayed executing a warrant to search Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie’s offices and residence 
in Little Rock. Given die apparent failure to authorize wiretaps and searches in matters 
pertaining to alleged espionage at the Los Alamos nuclear laboratory, I was deeply concerned to 
leam recently that there was a my lengthy delay in the authorization of search warrants for 
Trie’s residence and offices. 


A. Fittnn to Condact i Vigorous Search pf Charitt Trit’t Rqjdtnct mi 
Offices 

I am aware of allegations that the Department of Justice failed to investigate accusations 
of espionage at U.S. nudear laboratories. These allegations hold that the FBI prepared electronic 
surveillance requests on four separate occasions for a principal suspect and that the Department 
failed to approve these requests. The Department continues to defend this decision even though 
turning down such requests is extremely rare. In this same vein, I have recently learned that 
warrants to search Charlie Trie’s residence and offices in Little Rock remained unexecuted for 
almost one year after they were prepared. Indeed, 1 have learned that an FBI agent was 
dispatched to Little Rock at one point to execute the search warrants and that that employee was 
called back to Washington without executing the warrants. 

Given tbe recent conclusion of a trial concerning Mr. Trie’s instructions to a former aide 
to destroy documents, 1 am astounded that the Department delayed the search of Mr. Trie’s 
offices and residence. To an outsider, it appears that the Department of Justice's delay 
facilitated Mr. Trie’s obstruction of justice. 
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While Department of Justice employees appear to have foiled the FBI’s attempt to be 
vigorous in following up allegations that nuclear secrets were being compromised at Los Alamos, 
now I have learned that the Department appears to have worked to frustrate an investigation of a 
close friend and political appointee of the President -- one who just this past week pled guilty to 
campaign finance violations and who was tried by your Department of Justice for destruction of 
documents. The failure of your Department to approve electronic surveillance when it was clear 
that the Chinese government was attempting to steal nuclear secrets, coupled with the lengthy 
delay in executing search warrants for no apparent reason in the Charlie Trie case, is a disturbing 
pattern. If true, these incidents indicate that your Department's inaction may have resulted in 
more documents being destroyed and more data being taken from our nuclear laboratories. 

I request that you provide me with a briefing as to the timing of the execution of search 
warrants of Mr. Trie's offices and residence. Given the fact that the Committee has an 
outstanding subpoena for Mr. Trie to testify before Congress, I request that you provide this 
briefing as soon as possible. I also request that you provide all records pertaining to requests to 
search Mr. Trie's Little Rock offices and residence. These records should include all 
recommendations of Justice Department officials, including your political appointees. Please 
provide these documents by 12:00 pjn. on Tuesday, June 1 , 1999. If you do not produce the 
requested documents by this time, the Committee will issue a subpoena immediately after the 
failure to comply. 

B. Request for an Independe nt Counsel 

It is clear that the Department has decided that the hosting of “coffees” in the White 
House does not merit the appointment of an Independent Counsel. Given recent admissions by 
former Special Counsel to the President Larmy J. Davis, however, it seems clear that you should 
appoint an Independent Counsel. In a recently published book, Mr. Davis makes the following 
statement: 


Those coffees were held to raise money during a 
political campaign. That's a fact . . . And they 
were successful at producing contributions. No 
amount of linguistic gamesmanship can alter those 
facts. 1 

If it is indeed true that these events “were held to raise money during a political campaign” and if 
they did succeed in producing contributions, I do not see how you are able to conclude that these 
events were not fundraisers. Indeed, the purpose of the Independent Counsel Act is to prevent 
yoo foom making such interpretations in order to benefit the President who appointed you. 

The Independent Counsel trigger is whether you receive specific information from a 
credible source. Mr. Davis specifically states that die “coffees were held to raise money during a 
political campaign” and that they “were successful at producing contributions.” It is difficult to 


1 Lanny J. Davis, Truth to Tell 1 09 (The Free Press 1 999). 


2 
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imagine a more specific explanation of the purpose of the White House “coffees,” Furthermore, 
it strains credulity to argue that one of the President’ s top legal advisers is not a credible source. 
Thus, I am at a loss as to why you have not already moved to appoint an Independent Counsel to 
investigate the coffees that were held in the White House. 2 

The attached document from die computer of former United States Ambassador March 
Fong Eu may also be of interest to you. Although this document was provided to the FBI in the 
summer of 1997, it appears to have been of little interest to your investigators. In this e-mail 
message to a fundraiser. Ambassador Eu states: 

There are two kinds of events that take place about 
two times a month. One is for 8-10 persons and 
would be a call on the “man” bin [sic] his office for 
anywhere from l A to 1 hour for “coffee.” The other 
would be for dinner with the “man” at an hotel near 
his bresidence [sic] for dinner for 15-20 persons. 

Either one is 50,000 per person. 

This e-mail provides a clear indication that a government official — a United States Ambassador 
- unequivocally believed that President Clinton was holding fundraisers in the White House. 
Combined with the evidence from former Special Counsel to the President Laimy Davis, it is 
difficult to conclude that the “coffees” held in the non-residential part of the White House were 
anything other than fundraisers. 



cc: Director Louis Freeh 

David Vicmanao, Esq. 


2 Mr. Davis appears to have forgotten to point out in his book that some of the White 
House “coffees” were held in the Roosevelt Room, which is directly across a hallway from the 
Oval Office. 


3 
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LEA 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn Hoase Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


United States Department of Justice 
Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 
Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each reconTs Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chief Counsel Barbara Comstock at (202) 225-5074. 

(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the word "record” or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or "records* shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of tins subpoena, the terms "refer" or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the pre pa r ati on of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
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and information that art currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, hut not 
limited to, all records which yon have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have 
put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present 

(4) The conjunctions "or* and "and" are to be read interchangeably in die manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(3) No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal 

(7) When invoicing a privilege as to any re^ponrivejecoid^docunient, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or informational ist each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee; authonfand if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

y Subpoenaed Items 

Please provide the Committee with: 

1. AH records relating to the preparation, application, or execution of search warrants 
of the home or office of Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie or Maria Mapili, including, but 
not limited to, potential warrants for which applications were never submitted; 

2. All records relating to internal Justice Department discussions or deliberations 
regarding the decision of whether or not to apply for search warrants of the home 
or office of Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie or Maria Mapili; 

3 . All records relating to surveillance of die home or office of Yah Lin “Charlie” 

Trie or Maria Mapili by the Justice Department or the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, including, but not limited to, records obtained pursuant to such 
surveillance. 


2 



1244 



ONE HUMORED SKTH CONGRESS 

Congress* of tf it Unite* &tatetf 

fruit of &epraftntatfeetf 

COMMITS ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bumjmnq 
Washmqton, DC 20515-6143 




May 28, 1999 


Louis J. Freeh, Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 

J. Edgar Hoover Building 

9* Street and Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535 


Re: 


Dear Director Freeh: 


As you may know, die Justice D ep art me nt s Campaign Fmanciqg Task Force has 
in its possession many documents relating to Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie, hi some cases, the 
Task Force has seized original documents from Mr. Trie or his companies. During the 
summer of 1998, the Task Force made a number of documents relating to Trie available 
lor the Committee’s review. At the time, the Committee agreed to review the documents 
at the Task Force’s offices, and did not make the contents of the documents public. 


The Committee has subpoen a ed Mr. Trie, sod plans to have him testify at a public 
bearing in the near future. As paitofour preparation for that hearing, it is important to 
have access to documents relating to Trie in the possession of the Task Force. Therefore, 
please provide the Committee with all records possessed by the Task Force that were 
obtained from Yah Lin Trie, Daihatsu International Trading Cotp., San Kin Yip 
International Trading Cotp^ Amcrica-Asia Trade Center, Inc^ orany other compan y 
related to Mr. Trie. Of course, the Committee is not molesting materials covered by 


Rule 6je) of the Federal Rales of Criminal Procedure. 


The Co mmi ttee has withheld this request for over a year, with the understanding 
that the release of these recovds could have an advene impact upon Mr. Trie’s triaL Now 
that Mr. Trie has pled guilty and is cooperating with the Jiistice Dep a r tm e n t, there should 
not be antyooocetns about providing these records to die Committee. If you have any 
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ONE HUMORED SDfTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje ®mteb States 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buhonq 
Washmgton. DC 20615-6143 



June 4, 1999 





The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United States 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

I have enclosed a subpoena for records pertaining to efforts to search Charlie Trie’s house 
and office and related matters. As you may know, your staff has begun to work on this matter. 

In the briefing that your staff gave committee staff on Wednesday, June 2, they 
acknowledged that the Department had indeed sent an FBI agent, as well as a Task Force 
attorney, to Little Rock to obtain a search warrant on July 2 and 3, 1997, only to have the agent 
and the attorney called back to Washington without executing this task. The efforts to search 
Trie’s home in July 1 997 were related to knowledge obtained by the FBI that Mr. Trie’s assistant 
was destroying records. This occurred, as you may recall, on the eve of Senator Thompson’s 
hearings on campaign finance in July 1997. The July 1997 hearings focused extensively on Mr. 
Trie’s fundraising and related activities. An actual search of Mr. Trie's home was not done until 
late October 2997. It is troubling to wonder what additional records that we will never know 
about may have been destroyed in this time frame. 

Because this appears to be a situation where Justice Department officials and FBI 
officials were at odds on appropriate investigative steps to take in an investigation of a longtime 
friend. Democratic fundraiser, and political appointee of the President, 1 believe it is important 
that the committee issue a subpoena to obtain all of the records pertaining to this and related 
matters to insure that all of the records are thoroughly searched and provided. 

Your staff has committed to providing many of the documents on Monday, June 7 while 
they continue to search and review other records. 1 have provided for a compliance date of 
Monday, June 14, 1 999, for all additional records. I understand that some of the e-mails may 
take longer and we will work with you in this area, but we would appreciate expediting these 
matters as soon as possible. 
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Thank you for your assistance. 


Sincerely, 

Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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June 7. 1999 


The Honorable Louis Freeh 
Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Director Freeh: 

Pursuant to its authority under Rule X and XI of the House of Representatives, the 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight hereby requests certain records. The 
Committee would like to request the following documents relating to the investigation of Yah 
Lin “Charlie” Trie. 

1. Records of phone calls introduced by the Justice Department into evidence at Mr. 
Trie’s trial in Little Rock; and 

2. A copy of all 302’s conducted by the FBI pursuant to the investigation of Mr. 
Trie. 

Previously, the FBI has provided documents, specifically 302's, to this Committee after 
the Department of Justice concluded its investigation. We have been informed that the 
Department of Justice has closed its investigation of Mr. Trie. Therefore, we request that the 
documents be delivered to the Committee by June 16, 1999. 

If you have any questions, please call Chief Counsel Barbara Comstock at (202) 225- 
5074. Thank you for your artention to this matter. 


w // 
Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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June 7, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
lOdraad Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Grants of Immunity 

Dear General Reno: 

The Committee on Government Reform recently subpoenaed Charlie Trie, John 
Huang, Maria Mapili, and Reynaldo Mapiii to appear at Committee hearings. All of 
these witnesses have requested immunity before testifying. I am writing to formally 
request your opinion on immunity grants to these witnesses. 

Maria Mapili was Charlie Trie's office manager. Mrs. Mapili testified at Mr. 
Trie's trial in Little Rock last month, and provided important evidence that Mr. Trie 
ordered her to destroy material responsive to a Senate subpoena. Mrs. Mapili may also 
offer important evidence regarding Mr. Trie's dealings with foreign nationals and his 
campaign fundraising activities. Mrs. Mapili testified under a grant of immunity from the 
Justice Department, and your staff has already indicated that the Justice Department 
would not oppose an immunity grant by the Committee to Mrs. Mapili. 

We have also subpoenaed Reynaldo Mapili, Mrs. Mapili’s husband, to testify. 

Mr. Mapili discussed the response to the Senate subpoena with Mr. Trie. Mr. Mapili was 
called as a witness at the Trie trial, and similarly testified with a promise of immunity 
from the Justice Department Again, your staff has indicated that the Justice Department 
would not oppose immunity in this case. 

In addition to requesting the Justice Department's opinion on grants of immunity 
to these witnesses, this letter serves as formal notice under 18 U.S.C § 6005(bX3) that 
the Committee may proceed to request such an order for Maria and Reynaldo Mapili. In 
addition, this letter serves as a request that the Department of Justice waive its rights 
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under 18 U.S.C. § 6005(c) to request a deferral of the district court’s order granting 
immunity to the Mapilis. 

When the Committee proceeds to grant the Mapilis immunity and receive their 
testimony at a hearing, we would also like to call as a witness FBI agent Roberta Parker. 
Agent Parker testified at Mr. Trie’s trial in Little Rock, and provided significant 
testimony regarding Trie’s efforts to obstruct justice. Please inform my staff whether you 
will make Agent Parker available for testimony before the Committee. 

The Committee has also subpoenaed John Huang and Charlie Trie to appear as 
witnesses. Through their attorneys, each has indicated that they will request a grant of 
immunity if they are called prior to sentencing for their guilty pleas. Does the Justice 
Department agree that under the terms of their plea agreements, Huang and Trie need 
immunity prior to testifying before the Committee? Your staff has already indicated that 
the Justice Department currently opposes efforts by the Committee to hear testimony 
from Trie or Huang this month. Your staff has stated that Department officials estimate 
that they would oppose any immunity grant to Huang for approximately the next two 
months. Your staff did not offer a timetable on granting immunity to Trie, but 
presumably, it will be even longer than two months. 

I am concerned by these additional delays. This investigation has been underway 
for more than two and a half years. News reports indicate that Mr. Huang’s debriefing 
has been conducted for months, and is now complete. Many are concerned by the very 
light sentences that it appears Huang and Trie will receive for their “cooperation,” which 
news reports indicate is very limited. The American people have a right to know what 
role these individuals played in the campaign fundraising scandal, and whether they arc 
providing foil and honest cooperation with the U.S. Government. Given the fact that 
both Mr. Huang and Mr. Trie are actively “cooperating” with the Justice Department, the 
public has a right to hear their testimony as soon as possible. I believe it is important that 
their public testimony occur before their sentencing in their criminal cases. Therefore, 1 
request that the Justice Department work with the Committee to find dates before 
sentencing - and sooner rather than later- when both Huang and Trie will be free to 
testify before the Committee. 

Finally, I would like to renew an earlier request I have made for the Justice 
Department’s opinion on granting immunity to Charles T. Chiang. I first raised this issue 
one year ago, and I was informed that the Justice Department opposed any effort to grant 
immunity to Chiang because of Trie’s upcoming trial. Now that Mr. Trie is cooperating 
with the Department, I hope that the Department’s position has changed. Mr. Chiang’s 
attorneys have provided the Committee with a detailed proffer of Mr. Chiang’s 
testimony, and we believe that he would offer valuable testimony regarding Trie’s 
fundraising activities. You may recall that it was this Committee which first brought Mr. 
Chiang to the Department’s attention. 


2 
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Please contact the Committee's Chief Counsel, Barbara J. Comstock, at (202) 
225*5074 with any questions about this letter. 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 


3 
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June 14, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.G 20530 

Re: Photographs of October 18. 199S. Hong Kong Event 

Dear Genera! Reno: 

Pursuant to a recent request made by your staff; I am sending you the enclosed 
color copies of photographs belonging to Ernest G. Green. The majority of the 
photographs were taken at an October 18, 1995, event for Commerce Secretary Ron 
Brown at the Hong Kong Shangri-La Hotel. Several additional photographs were taken 
on October 17, 1995, at another event for Secretary Brown. 

The Committee retains the original photographs, and if your staff has a need for 
the originals, please contact the Committee's Deputy Counsel and Partianxmanan, David 
A. Kass, at 225-5074. 



cc; 


Henry A. Waxman, Staking Minority Member (w/o enclosures) 

David Vicinanzo, Esq., Campaign Financing Task Force (w/enclosures) 
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June 14, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United Stales 
Department of Justice 
1 Oth Street and Pennsylvania 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Honorable Louis J. Freeh 

Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

J. Edgar Hoover Building 

935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 205354)001 

Dear Attorney General Reno and FBI Director Freeh: 

I write to recount our dealings with Justice Department staff over the past several weeks 
regarding documents pertaining to the search warrant for Charlie Trie’s house in Little Rock. The 
Committee issued a subpoena for the records penaimng to the search warrant; the compliance 
date was Monday, June 14, 1999, at 5pm As of 5 pjn. this evening, the Committee did not 
receive the records subpoenaed, despite your own public sta temen ts and your staffs 
commitments drat you would comply with this subpoena in a timely fashion. 

On May 26, 1999, 1 wrote to you to request documents pertaining to efforts to search 
Qwriie Trie’s house in Littk Rock. On May 2d, 1999, Craig Iscoe contacted committee staff to 
state that the documents would not be produced by June!, 1999, as requested. Mr. Iscoe said 
that gathering of documents already had begun and he would provide a briefing on die matter 
early the fallowing week. 

Conmridee staff <fid invite Mr. Iscoe to provide a briefing, and at that briefing almost two 
weeks ago, Mr. Iscoe stated that the committee wculd be provided roostof the documents by 
Monday, June 7. He added tint there might be e-mails and other documents that would be 
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produced after that date. Mr. Iscoe also indicated that anything that went into the search warrant 
wasa closed matter and therefore could be provided. While he did indicate that there might be 
some grand jury 6(e) issues, he did not think those would cause undue delays. 

As my staff explained to Mr. Iscoe after the meeting, I deckled to issue a subpoena to the 
Justice Department for these documents because I had no confidence in the Department’s 
representations regarding compliance. Unfortunately, the Department has continued to justify 
my lack of confidence. 

As of Monday afternoon, June 14, 1999, the Justice Department had provided no 
documents on this matter to the committee, despite Mr. lscoe’s representations that we would 
receive documents on Monday, June 7. The subpoena provided for a compliance date of June 14, 
1999, in order to provide your staff with even more time than your own staff requested and your 
staff indicated that the bulk of the material would be provided on Monday, June 7. The 
additional time was provided for the gathering of additional documents. 

Let me recount to you the various representations from Mr. Iscoe just last week regarding 
your production of documents to the committee: 

Monday, June 7 

Late Monday, June 7, Mr. Iscoe called my Chief Counsel Barbara Comstock to say that the 
documents would not be delivered as promised on that date and that the documents would 
instead be produced on Tuesday, June 8. Mr. Iscoe suggested that there might be grand jury 6(e) 
problems because the attorneys were not sure what information was now public. Ms. Comstock 
pointed out to him that Justice Department attorneys conducted the Trie trial and should be 
familiar with the information that was made public. 

Tuesday, June 8 

At approximately 5:30 p.m., June 8, Mr. Iscoe called Ms. Comstock to say that the documents 
were prepared and were going to be delivered to the committee by 6:30 p.m. The documents 
were not delivered by 6:30 p.m. At approximately 8:30 p.m., Mr. Iscoe called Ms. Comstock 
who was still at the committee waiting for the documents to inform her that they would not be 
arriving despite bis previous representations. In addition, Mr. Iscoe said they would not be 
provided in the morning because he had a hearing to attend (Mr. Iscoe did not explain why there 
was no one else at the Department of Justice who was able to deliver documents besides 
himself). He committed to producing the documents on Wednesday. 

Wednesday, June 9 

On Wednesday, June 9, Mr. Iscoe again called late in the day to say, once again, that he would 
not be able to produce the documents. At this time, Mr. Iscoe indicated that he had to meet with 
people about the documents before he could turn them over. Mr. Iscoe indicated he was having a 
meeting at 1 1 30 ajn. Thursday, June 1 0, and would then be able to provide the documents. 

TkuiSday, June 19 

While we understand that this meeting did occur on Thursday morning, no one contacted the 
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committee on Thursday, June 1 0 and the documents were not delivered. However, the 
Committee learned that the Department was informing press sources that the documents were not 
due until Monday, June 14, and they were not going to provide documents until that date, despite 
previous commitments. 

Friday, June 11 

At approximately 3 p.m., Mr. Iscoe called Ms. Comstock to inform her that even though most of 
the documents were collected they would not be delivered until Monday, June 14. He 
“promised” that the documents would be delivered on Monday and that he would call when they 
were going to be delivered. He also indicated that there would be additional documents after the 
subpoena date. 

These constant delays and “the-check-is-m-the mail/dog ate my homework” approach to 
document production are unfortunately commonplace in our relations with the Department 
They also hamper prompt and serious oversight investigations being conducted by Congressional 
Committees and do lasting damage to the relationship between the Congress and the Department 
of Justice. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of te AuisiM Aooracy Gewol 


D.C 70530 


June 15, 1999 


The lfonorable Dan Burton 

Committee on Government Reform 
United Statet House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This b in response to your subpoena of June 4, 1999, catling for the Department of Justice 
to provide specified documents to the Committee. In addition, this is in response to your letter of 
May 26 to the Attorney General and your letters of May 2S and June 7 to the Director of the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation requesting documents encompassed by or related to the material 
f gqyes te d in t he subpoena As your letter the subpoena noted, the Department 

bridedtheComrnatteestaffoatane2, 1999 about matters regflrfog the subject of the subpoena. 

Attached please find more than 1,400 pages of documents responsive to the Committee's 
subpoena. The documents have been redacted to (1) comply with the requirements of Rule 6(e) 
of die Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure reganfing grand jury information as set forth in feBl 
Grind Jury Proceedings. DDC (Sept. 25, 199SX Mte No. 9S-5S(NH!X (2) comply with the 
requirements of 26 U.S.C. Section 6103 g mg. r egard ing federal income tax information, (3) 
comply with the requirements of IS U S.C. Section 3 123(d) regarding pen registers* and (4) avoid 
diadosiiig material that does not pertain to the criminal investigations of Yah Lin “Charter Trie or 
Maria MapiH Where r e dac ti ons have been m ad e, the reason for the redaction is d ea rly in c he s te d 
on the face of the document. There are no redactions on the vast majority of the documents. 

Aa we have discussed with your stag after we obtain the transcript of the testimony in the 
trad of Mr. Trie that was presented before he catered his guilty pknrwe wifl determine whether 
dm pnhir dtsdowre of particular iafomnlioa at trial wil make it pnauhif'fnr be Department to 
remove the redactions of certain material that presently is redacted punuant to Rulr6(eX if so, 
we wil promptly provide you with copies of that material We are also co nt in uing to r evie w the 
Diarict Court deewou dted above to d rttmw w wWlh er it pwaitt additional diidoauraa. 
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We should note that these documents include a letter to the Attorney General which, * 
under the Department's usual practices, milted in a review by the Office of Professional 
Responsibility (OPR). In keeping with longstanding Department policy, we have not provided a 
copy of a deliberative memorandum prepared by OPR, which contains a substa n tial amount of 
Rule 6(e) material, but have provided a copy of a Memorandum from the OPR Counsel setting 
forth the final decision made by OPR on the matter at issue. We request that the Committee 
respect the confidential nature of these materials. 

Also enclosed are copies of the telephone toll records and FD-302* that you requested in 
your letter of June 7 to the FBI Director. We are in the process of reviewing several hundred 
pages of additional documents that we received yesterday from the FBI's Little Rock Office that 
are responsive to Category 3 of the subpoena. We will provide you with copies of those 
documents as soon as possible. As we have discussed with your staffs our search is ongoing. 
Although we believe that we have located almost all responsive documents, it may take some time 
to complete the search of stored electronic mail records. We will promptly provide the 
Committee with copies of any additional documents we locate that are responsive to the 
subpoena. 


Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may provide you with additional assistance on this 
or any other matter. 


Sincerely, 



Acting Assistant Attorney General 

Enclosures 


cc: The Honorable HernyWaxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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ONE HUMMED SIXTH C0N8RESS 

Congreft of tfie Ulmtefc 

$ou*t of JRtprtfntfattiias 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERMMBJT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bunding 
Washmoton. DC 20515-6143 



June 16, 1999 


ISSSR&EttSSr- 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United States 
U.S. Department of Justice 
10th Street and Pennsylvania 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 

On June 7, 1999, 1 wrote to you regarding my concern with the Justice Department plea 
agreements with John Huang and Charlie Trie, two close friends and political appointees of 
President Clinton's who have now admitted to felony campaign finance violations. I ask for 
your immediate and personal response to these concerns. 

In my letter I expressed my concern that you were not allowing either Mr. Huang or Mr. 
Trie to a ppe ar before the committee or be debriefed by the committee at this time. In particular, I 
noted that in light of their obligation to cooperate, I was concerned that the Department would be 
moving forward on their sentencing prior to their cooperation with Congress. Reports this week 
now indicate that Mr. Huang will be sentenced on Monday. News reports also indicate that his 
sentence will be a light sentence and that Mr. Huang has provided relatively little information. 
News reports about Charlie Trie's cooperation also suggest that he is providing limited 
information. 

I request a meeting with you and the appropriate staff at your earliest convenience prior to 
Mr. Huang's sentencing. As you may know, the committee has on many occasions uncovered 
information that the Justice Department has not pursued. Just this week your staff has been 
requesting documents pertaining matters connected with Charlie Trie. 
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If you have any questions, please fed free to contact me or have your staff contact my 
Chief Counsel Barbara Comstock. Your immediate and persona] attention to these matters is 


Sincerely, 


Dan Burton 
Chairman 


Attachment 

cc: Rep. Henry Waxman 



1260 



ONE HUMMED «BCTH C0N0NESB 

Congress of tfje tfnfteb latest 

ftotfe 0t ftcprtttntatibtf 

COMMnTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Ravbunn house Orax Busang 
Wasmnoton. DC 20515-6143 



lane 17, 1999 

Director Louis Fireeh 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.G 20535 


Re: 


Dev Director Freeh: 



Pursuant to its authority ander Rale X and XI of the Home of R ep re sen t a t i ves, the 
Committee on Government Reform hereby requests certain records. 


1. For the purposes of this request, the word "record” or "records* shall include, 
but shall no* be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any hem whether 
written, typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, 
filmed, graphically portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and 
in c lud e s, but is not Hmitcd to, any writing, reproduction, tr a ns crip tion, photograph, or 
video or audio recording, produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity 
rep o rts , agendas, analyses, announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, 
bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover 
sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer printouts, computer tapes, contracts, 
external and internal c o rrespondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, electronic mail (e- 
mafl), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, miautes, notes, 
notices, opinions, s t at e ments or charts of organization, plans, press releases, recordings, 
r epor ts , Rokxtexes, st a tem en t s of procedure and policy, studies, su mma r ie s, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message sHps/record* or 
evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, trans cripts , or aay 
otter machine readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or fixmer 
employees, agents, consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or 
"records" shall also include all otter records, documents, data sod information of a like 
and smtiiv nature not fisted above. 
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2. For purposes of this request, the terms “refer* or “relate” and "concerning” as to 
any given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, 
mentions, deals with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, inducting 
but not limited to records concerning the preparation of other records. 

3. This request calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of 
data and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, 
including, but not limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as 
well as any records to which you have access, any records which were formerly in your 
possession, or which you have put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. 
Unless a time period is specifically identified, the subpoena includes all documents to the 
pre se nt. 

4. The conjunctions "or* and "and” are to be read interchangeably in the maimer 
that gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

5. No records, documents, data or information called for by this request shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

6. If you have knowledge that any requested record, document, data or 
information has been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, 
documents data or information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, 
loss, deposit or disposal. 

7. When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or 
information as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list 
each record, document, compilation of data or information by date, type, addressee, 
author (and if diffe ren t, the p rep arer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated 
or known circulation. Also, indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, 
document, compilation of data or information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity 
of the claim of privilege. 

ft. This request is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of 
data or information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the 
return date shall be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

9. Please provide a printed and, where possible, an electronic version of records. 
Electronic information may be stared on 3V£ inch diskettes in ASCII format In addition, 
please provide the Committee’s Minority staff with an identical copy of all records 
provided. 


2 
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Requested Items 

Please produce to the Committee all records relating to the FBI’s investigation of 
Charles M Parish, Jf M formerly a consular officer in the United States embassy in 
Beijing. 

Please produce the requested documents by the close of business on July 1 , 1999. 
If you have any questions about this request, please contact the Committee’s Deputy 
Counsel and Parliamentarian, David A. Kass, at (202) 225-5074. 


^0&*crc\y f 


Dan Burton 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 


3 
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UJS. Department of Justice 

Criminal Division 


Atsistm* Amtmef General 


Waskutftom, DC 29SJ9-9—1 


June 18, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Re: Maria Mapili, Reynaldo Mapili, Charlie Chiang 

John Huang, and Yah Lin ("Charlie") Trie 

This is in response to the Committee's letters of June 7 and June 16 requesting the 
position of the Department of Justice on the Committee seeking court-ordered immunity for 
Maria Mapili, Reynaldo Mapili, Charlie Chiang, John Huang, and Yah Lin ("Charlie") Trie. We 
met with your staff yesterday, June 1 8, to discuss your requests in detail. As we stated at that 
meeting, the Department does not object to the Committee requesting the Court to grant 
immunity to Maria Mapili, Reyaldo Mapili, or Charlie Chiang and compel them to testify 
pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 6005. The Department also hereby waives the requirement of 18 U.S.C. 

§ 6005(b)(3) that the Committee provide the Justice Department with ten days’ advance notice of 
its intention to seek immunity orders for the Ms. Mapili, Mr. Mapili, and Mr. Chiang and compel 
their testimony. In addition, the Justice Department does not intend to exercise its authority 
under 1 8 U.S.C. § 6005(c) to file applications with the District Court for deferrals of no more 
than twenty days in the Court’s issuance of immunity orders for the Mapilis and Mr. Chang. 

For the reasons explained during our meeting, the Department opposes the Committee 
seeking court-ordered immunity at this time for John Huang and Charlie Trie. We will contact 
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the Committee promptly if our position on immunity for either of those people should change. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may provide you with additional information. 

Sincerely, 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Jnstice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of (he Amtsnt Attorney General Washington, D C 20530 

June 23, 1999 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in further response to your letter of May 26, 1999. On June 1 5, we provided the 
Committee with more than 1,400 pages of documents that were responsive to the first section of 
that letter, to subsequent letters, or to a subpoena dated June 4. We provided the Committee with 
additional responsive documents on June 18. 

Turning to the second part of your letter, the activities that you mention do not 
automatically suggest possible violations of federal criminal laws. It is not illegal to invite a 
campaign contributor to an event in the White House, even if the guest’s campaign contributions 
led to the invitation. Section 607 of Title 1 8 of the United States Code is the criminal provision 
that comes the closest towards addressing the conduct you cite. That section, however, 
criminalizes only the actual solicitation or receipt of “contribution^] within the meaning of 
301(8) of the Federal Election Campaign Act of 1971,” or so-called “hard money” campaign 
contributions, in the federal workplace. The Campaign Financing Task Force, which has 
explored this matter thoroughly, has developed no evidence that any covered person, or any 
person as to whom the Department of Justice would have a conflict of interest, requested or 
received a hard money campaign contribution during any of the coffees to which you refer. 
Therefore, there are no grounds for the Attorney General to seek appointment of an Independent 
Counsel. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if 1 may be of further assistance with respect to this or 
any other matter. 


Sincerely, 

*Jc** ’ m £ 

Jon P. Jennings 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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Congress of tf)e ®mteb States 

ihnait of Stprctfoitatibc* 

COMMITTffi ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Ofrcc Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 


June 24, 1999 


Mr. John J. Inhoff' 

Chief of the US. National 
Central Bureau Interpol 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Mr. Inhoff: 

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the U.S. House of 
Representatives, the Committee on Government Reform is conducting an investigation 
into foreign contributions to the Democratic National Committee, other alleged campaign 
fundraising abuses, political activities of agency officials, misuse of agency resources, 
and my related matters arising out of these areas. 

As part of this investigation , the Committee requests all records relating to Ms. 
Liu Chao-ying (aJuL Liu Chaoying, aJc.a. Chaoying Liu, aJuL Xu Kai Lin), a Chinese 
nathmaL 

Thank you for your attention to this matter. If you have any questions regarding 
this request, please call Senior Counsel Tim Griffin at (202) 225-5074. 
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ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje ©niteb States 

$ottfe of jfttprrtrntatilu* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buumnq 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 



June 30, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United States 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 



As you know, on June 4, 1 999, the Committee subpoenaed documents from die Justice 
Department relating to the delay in searching Mr. Trie’s home for documents which were 
illegally withheld from the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee. The documents produced 
to the Committee were heavily redacted, and Committee staff were assured that many of the 
redactions would be removed once Justice Department staff had received the transcripts of the 
Trie trial to see what grand jury information had become public in the course of the trial. The 
Committee has been waiting more than five weeks for such a review to take place, and we have 
been informed that the Justice Department does not have access to the transcripts of its own trial. 
Committee staff; however, obtained transcripts of tbc relevant trial testimony three weeks ago by 
simply calling the court reporter. 


In the interest of expediting the Justice Department's review of the trial transcripts, the 
Committee has enclosed the testimony of Maria Mapili, Reynaldo Mapili, and Special Agent 
Roberta Parker. The Committee received this material from the court reporter on June 9, 1 999. I 
hope the transcripts will facilitate your review process, and your compliance with the 
Committee’s subpoena of June 4, 1999. 

If you have any questions, please call Chief Counsel Barbara Comstock at (202) 225- 
5074. Thank you for your attention to this matter. 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman (w/o enclosures) 
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ONE HUNDRED SIXTH OONGHESS 

Congress of fye Unite* States 

of 3Rtprrt«rtatibrt 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Raybuwn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20615-6143 
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July 7, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United Stales 
United Stales Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

It has come to my attention that there might be a list describing the disposition of all cases 
related to your campaign financing investigation. Given my efforts in the past to reach an 
understa nding of where the Department of Justice is in its many campaign finance investigations, 
1 would greatly appreciate a copy of any such list 

If you - or any of your staff- are indeed in possession of such a list, please provide it by 
5:00 pm Friday, July 9, 1999. 


Chairman 




cc: Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 

David A* Vicinanzo, Chiet Campaign Finance Task Force 
Craig Iscoe, Associate Deputy Attorney General 
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QltOZ/003 

US. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


IMranfftftL AC 20590 


July S, 1999 


The Honorable David M. McIntosh 
Chairman, Subcommittee on 

National Economic Growth, Natural 
Resources, and Regulatory Affaire 
Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20S1S 



Dear Mr. Chairman: 


This responds to your letter to the Attorney General, dated 
May 27, 1999, in which you express your views about the 
Departments decision to decline prosecution of allegations 
involving Deputy Counsel to the President Cheryl D. Mills. 

As we advised you on May 6, 1999, the Criminal Division carefully 
reviewed the evidence that you submitted in support of your 
allegations of perjury and obstruction of a congressional inquiry 
and determined that, under the applicable law and the principles 
of federal prosecution, a prosecution was not warranted. 

We hope you can appreciate that in determining whether to 
charge the commission of a crime, prosecutors must independently 
examine the facts and applicable law and act in accordance with 
their professional judgment. It was on the basis of such an 
analysis, wholly unrelated to political considerations, that 
career prosecutors in the Criminal Division reached their 
decision concerning the allegations against Ms. Mills. 

We would like to acconanodate the Subcommittee 1 e interest in 
our review of the allegations against Ms. Mills through a 
briefing rather than by the provision of documents. The 
Department's career prosecutors are asked to render unbiased, 
professional judgments about the merits of potential criminal 
cases. If their deliberative processes were subject to 
congressional challenge and scrutiny, we would face a grave 
danger that our prosecutors would be chilled from providing the 
c a n d i d and independent analysis that is essential to just and 
effective law enforcement and that public confidence in the 
criminal justice process would be undermined. Accordingly, we 
are prepared to moke appropriate supervisory personnel available 
to brief you or your staff about the general bases for the 
Criminal Division's decision. 
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Finally# your latter asks that ve describe the Department ' s 
position on prosecution of perjury before Congress and 
obstruction of congressional inquiries. The Department regards 
allegations of perjury before congress and the obstruction of 
congressional inquiries as serious matters and seeks indictments 
in appropriate cases, without regard to partisan interests. 
Although it is not possible to set forth all the considerations 
that might lead, to a decision to prosecute or decline 
prosecution in a particular case, it. is the Department's policy 
that in each case, due consideration should be given to the legal 
sufficiency of the case and the likelihood of conviction. In no 
event should the government initiate a prosecution Where the 
pr os e cu tors believe that the admissible evidence is insufficient 
to sustain a conviction by an objective and unbiased jury, fiee 
Principles of Federal Prosecution, U.S. Attorneys' Manual §8 9- 
27.001 gh seq. 

X hope that this information is helpful. Please do not 
hesitate to contact me if I nay provide you with additional 
assistance on this or any other matter. 


eci The Honorable 
The Honorable 
The Honorable 
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July 8, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Committee Requests Regarding Charles Intriaeo 

Dear General Reno: 

On November 30, 1998, the Committee requested the Justice Department, the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation, the Customs Service, and the Drug Enforcement 
Agency, to produce information relating to the Committee's investigation of Charles 
Intriago and Orlando Castro Llanes. Shortly after issuing the requests, the Committee 
was informed that the Justice Depaitmentwould respond to the requests on behalf of all 
four agencies. While a number of documents have been produced over the last eight 
months, there are still several items outstanding which should be produced to the 
Committee. 

Since 1 issued the document requests, my staff has been working closely with 
your staff in an attempt to obtain all relevant information so that die Committee can 
conclude its investigation of Charles Intriago and the Castro family. However, despite 
repeated requests, there are still a number of records and answers that have not been 
provided to the Committee. In the hope of expediting an answer from the Justice 
Department, I will provide one last written request for answers to the following requests. 

A. NADDIS Records 

The Committee's November 30, 1998, letter to the DEA requested die production 
of all records relating to Orlando Castro Llanes, Banco Progreso Venezuela, Thor 
Halvorsscn, and Howard Morton Glicken. The request explicitly included NADDIS 
records relating to any of those individuals. However, The Justice Department still has 
not provided the Committee with the requested NADDIS records, or even confirmed the 
existence of NADDIS records. These records were requested over seven months ago, 
and my staff has repeated this request several times since then. The requested NADDIS 


«AXNAN.C*UrofMIA. 
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records axe central to the Committee’s investigation, and the Department's failure to 
produce them has hampered and delayed the Committee’s vvork. 

& N ADDIS Policies 

My staff has requested that the Department inform the Committee of whether 
there exists a system to track access to the NADDIS system. This request was made at a 
meeting on January 2$, 1999, and no answer has been provided* This should be a 
relatively simple question to answer, yet it has taken almost six months to answer it 

C DBA Policies 

My staff has also asked that the Department provide the Committee with 
information letating to DEA policies regarding the public release of information. These 
questions have been asked over the past several months, and we have not received 
answers. The questions are as follows: 

1. Under what ciicuxnstances can the identity of a confidential informant be 
disclosed to a news media organization? 

2. Under what circmnstances may the identity of a confidential informant be 
released to non-law enforcement representatives of a foreign government? 

3. Assuming there is a DEA policy regarding the release of information covered by 
Questions 1 ami 2, does foe same policy vp&y to past and present sources of 
information? 

4. What is the policy for confirming or denying the existence of an ongoing 
investigation to foe public? 

5. Does foe policy covered by Question 4 efiffer if the investigation is closed? Does 
it differ if the investigation is not active? 

6. What is the policy on allowing DEA employees to testify in civil proceedings in 
state or federal court relating to their work as DEA agents? 

D. Justice Department Memos Regarding Charles Intriago 

On March 24, 1999, the Committee made a separate request for all reconfe 
relating to foe Justice Department’s investigation of illegal political contributions made 
by Jorge Castro Barredo and Maria Sire Castro, including the efforts of Charles Intriago 
to facilitate those rantributions. The department did not produce any documents to foe 
Committee, and instead, provided a briefing to Committee staff At tins briefing on April 
19, your staff described the material that would be responsive, and explained why the 
Department did not wish to comply with foe Committee’s request 
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I appreciate your staffs efforts to accommodate the Committee’s request through 
a briefing, and in feet, at the conclusion of the briefing, Craig Iscoe offered to provide the 
Committee with more information on the requested documents, if necessary. In light of 
die facts gathered by the Committee to date, the briefing provided by your staff will not 
satisfy the Committee’s investigative needs. The Committee requests copies of the three 
declination memoranda relating to the Intriago case. As you know, the Intriago case is 
closed, and it will be consistent with the Department’s past practice to provide these 
memoranda to the Committee. During this Committee’s investigation of the FBI files 
matter, the Department provided die Committee with a declination memo relating to 
Harry Thomason and Darnell Martens, and a prosecution memo relating to Billy Dale. 
The memos relating to Charles Intriago should be treated no differently than the 
Thomason/Martens or Dale memos. 

The Committee has been patiently working with the Justice Department for seven 
months in an attempt to obtain this information without issuing a subpoena or calling 
witnesses to testify at a hearing. However, the Committee has a need to obtain this 
information and conclude its investigation. Therefore, please provide this information to 
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U. S. Department of Justice 
Office of the Deputy Attorney General 


Associate Deputy Attorney General 


Washington, D.C. 205 SO 


July 9, 1999 


B7 MESSENGER AND TELEFAX 

Barbara Comstock 
Chief Counsel 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Ms. Comstock: 

This is in response to your letter of July 7, 1 999, which we received yesterday afternoon, 
stating that it had come to your Attention that the Department may have a list of the disposition 
of all cases related to [the Department’s] campaign financing investigation" and requesting a copy 
of any such list by 5 p.m. today. The Acting Assistant Attorney General for the Office of 
Legislative Affairs, Jon P. Jennings, who ordinarily responds to letters from Members of 
Congress, is out of the country and will not return before 5 p.m. today. Accordingly, I am signing 
this letter. 

As you know, earlier today Deputy Assistant Attorney General for the Criminal Division 
Michael Horowitz and I spoke with you and another member of the majority staff in order to 
clarify the Committee’s request. Based on that discussion, we understand the following: (1) the 
Committee believes that the Department recently may have provided a Congressional committee 
or Member of Congress a list that describes the disposition of all Task Force cases; (2) the 
Committee is requesting a copy of any such list; (3) the Committee is not otherwise seeking to 
obtain a list of any investigations that have not been publicly disclosed; (4) the Committee is 
aware that some press releases may contain lists of prosecutions conducted by the Task Force, but 
is not seeking to obtain copies of such press releases; (5) the Committee is also aware that the 
Department may have listed the status of publicly disclosed investigations in letters it has sent to 
various Members or Committees, but does not consider those letters to constitute a "list;" (6) the 
Committee is not interested in having the Department provide it with a list of the disposition or 
status of all pending Task Force cases. Instead, it would simply Eke a copy of a list the 
Department has recently distributed to Congress, and (7) the Committee has not located or 
obtained a Est, it is simply toying to determine whether the Department has provided such a list to 
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Congress. 

To date, the Department has not been able to identify any instance in which it provided a 
Congressional committee with a freestanding to of the status of public Task Force cases. We are 
continuing our efforts to determine whether such a list may have been provided. Although the 
Committee has not asked us to prepare a list of the status of public Task Force prosecutions, we 
have prepared such a summary for the Committee. 

Eighteen individuals and one coiporation have been charged to date. The 
disposition of those cases is set forth below: 

1 . Johnny Chung : In March 1 998, Chung pled guilty to tax evasion, bank fraud 
and two counts of conspiracy to violate the FECA by causing conduit contributions to be 
made to federal election campaigns. Mr. Chung cooperated with the government and was 
sentenced on December 14, 1998 to probation and 3,000 hours of community service. 

2. Charlie Trie : Trie was charged with obstruction of justice in Arkansas and with 
campaign finance violations as well as obstruction of justice in the District of Columbia. 

In the latter case, his codefendant is Antonio Pan. Mid-way through the Arkansas trial in 
May 1999, Trie pled to causing a false statement to be made to the Federal Election 
Commission and causing a conduit contribution to be made. Trie is attempting to 
cooperate with the government. Sentencing is currently scheduled for August 12, 1999. 
Antonio Pan is a fugitive and remains indicted in the District of Columbia. 

3. Maria Hsia : Hsia was indicted on tax charges in Los Angeles and for six 
campaign finance-related violations in the District of Columbia. The tax case resulted in a 
hung jury after which the charges were dismissed. The district court in D.C. dismissed all 
but one of the counts in the District of Columbia indictment and the government appealed. 
In May 1999 the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia reversed and alt counts 
were reinstated. The District of Columbia case is scheduled to go to trial in January 2000. 

4. Pauline Kanchanalak and Georgie Kronenbere : This indictment in the District 
of Columbia involves both hard money contributions and soft money donations. The 
district court has ruled that soft money is not regulated under the Federal Election 
Campaign Act. The government has appealed the ruling on soft money contributions. 

Last week, the Court of Appeals granted the government’s motion to have the appeal 
expedited and ordered that it be set for argument as early as possible on the Fall calendar. 
Trial is tentatively scheduled for November 1, 1999, though that date is dependent upon 
the Court of Appeals first issuing an opinion. 

5. Franklin Hanev : The defendant was tried in June 1999 in the District of 
Columbia for a wide-ranging series of conduit contributions. Mr. Haney was acquitted on 
all counts. He was charged with both a conspiracy as well as substantive counts of 
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causing false statements to be made to the Federal Election Commission and causing the 
making of conduit contributions. 

6. Yoaesh Gandhi : Mr Gandhi pled guilty in the Northern District of California 
on June 25, 1999 to mail fraud, tax evasion and one Federal Election Campaign Act 
violation (aiding and abetting the making of a political contribution by a foreign national). 
He is scheduled to be sentenced on November 5, 1999. The plea agreement anticipates a 
sentence of 12-18 months. 

7. Mark Jimenez : Jimenez is currently indicted in both the District of Columbia 
and Miami, Florida. The charges in the District of Columbia are all campaign-finance 
related. In Miami, the charges concern campaign finance matters, mail fraud, and tax 
evasion. Mr. Jimenez is a fugitive currently believed to be in the Philippines. The 
gover n ment has prepared an extradition request and it has been delivered to the Philippine 
Department of Justice. 

8. Eyfarc Tgsh IitfCTrtonqt(fTD: On Oct. 5, 1998, the corporation (whose 
CEO is Mark Jimenez) pled guilty to two counts of tax evasion stemming from campaign 
financing violations. On Feb. 5, 1 999 The company was ordered to pay a fine of 
$1,000,000 as well as all back taxes and penalties. 

9. Juan Ortiz : 0iti2, Chief Financial Officer of FTI, pled guilty on March 23, 
1999 to one misdemeanor based on his having been a conduit for an illegal campaign 
contribution and participating in the reimbursement of eight other conduit contributions. 
He was sentenced to two years probation, $20,000 in fines and 2000 hours of community 
service. 


10. Robert S. Lee : Lee pled guilty in Los Angeles to aiding and abetting a foreign 
national in the making of a campaign contribution. The illegal contribution was a 
$150,000 check drawn from an account entirely funded by & South Korean corporation. 
Mr. Lee is scheduled to be sentenced in July 19, 1999. 

1 1. John Huang : An information was filed in Los Angeles on May 25, 1999 
charging Huang with conspiring with Lippo Group executives to defraud the Federal 
Election Commission by reimbursing fellow employees with Lippo funds for campaign 
contributions. He is scheduled to plead guilty and be sentenced on August 2, 1999. 

12. BerekDon : Mr. Don pled guilty in the District of New Jersey on May 27, 1999 
to conspiring to cause conduit contributions to be made and to conspiring to cause 
contributions to be made in excess of the individual contribution limitation of $1,000. 
Sentencing is currently scheduled for August 19, 1999. (He also pled guilty to charges of 
mail fraud and tax evasion brought by the United States Attorney for the District of New 
Jersey.) 
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13. Nora. Gene and Trish Lum : In May 1997, Nora and Gene Lum were charged 
with a felony conspiracy based upon a scheme to make $50,000 in illegal campaign 
contributions through conduits to federal election campaigns. Their daughter Tiish pled 
guilty to the misdemeanor of arranging a conduit contribution. This case was a referral 
from Independent Counsel Daniel Pearson. Nora and Gene Lum were sentenced to five 
months in a halfway house and five months home detention and each ordered to pay a 
$30,000 fine. Ms, Trish Lum was given probation, ordered to pay a $5,000 fine and to 
perform 1 50 hours of community service. 

14. Michael Brown : Michael Brown was charged in August 1997 with a FECA 
misdemeanor based on his having made $4,000 in illegal conduit contributions to a federal 
election campaign. This case was a referral from Independent Counsel Daniel Pearson. 

Mr. Brown was given probation and ordered to pay a $5,000 fine and perform 150 hours 
of community service. 

15. Howard Glicken : In July 1 998, Gicken pled guilty in Miami, Florida to two 
campaign finance violations: soliciting a political contribution from a foreign national and 
causing a political contribution to be made in the name of another. On November 24, 

1 998 he was sentenced to 1 8 months probation, an $80,000 fine and ordered to perform 
500 hours of community service 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may provide you with additional information on 
this matter. 


Sincerely, 



cc: Kevin Binger 

Chief of Staff 

Philip Schiliro 
Minority Staff Director 

Kenneth Ballen 

Minority Chief Investigative Counsel 
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July 15, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 

Washington* D.C. 20530 

Re: Sentencing of John Huang and Charlie Trie 

Dear General Reno: 

As you can see from the attached correspondence, 1 have requested that Judge 
Howard, the sentencing judge for Charlie Trie, delay the sentencing of Mr. Trie. I have 
drafted a similar letter to Judge Paez, the sentencing judge for John Huang. I have 
requested this delay so that the Committee can have an opportunity to question Trie and 
Huang before they are sentenced. As I have explained to your staff, I am concerned that 
Trie and Huang will have no incentive to cooperate with the Committee after they are 
sentenced. However, under your current plan, Trie and Huang will be sentenced within 
the next month. 

I hope that your staff will not oppose my request, and will instead support the 
Committee’s efforts to obtain truthful and complete testimony from Trie and Huang as 
soon as possible. In conjunction with my request to the two judges, I request that you 
take all action necessary to have Trie and Huang cooperate with the Committee, 
consistent with their responsibilities under the plea agreements that they have signed. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


Enclosures 

cc: Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 

David Vicinanzo, Esq. 
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July 15, 1999 


The Honorable George Howard, Jr. 

United States District Judge 

United States District Court, Eastern District of Arkansas 
600 West Capitol Avenue 
Little Rock, Arkansas 72201 


Re: Sentencing of Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie 

Dear Judge Howard: 

I write to respectfully request that you delay the sentencing of Yah Lin “Charlie” 
Trie, which is reportedly scheduled to take place next month. As explained below, Mr. 
Trie is a central witness in this Committee’s campaign fundraising investigation, and die 
Committee needs to question Mr. Trie prior to his sentencing. If you delay Mr. Trie’s 
sentencing until the Committee has had the opportunity to question him, it would 
substantially increase the likelihood of Mr. Trie’s truthful cooperation with die 
Committee. Moreover, such a delay would not cause any harm to either Mr. Trie or the 
investigation being conducted by the Department of Justice. 

The Committee on Government Reform has been conducting an investigation of 
campaign fundraising illegalities in the 1992 and 1996 federal elections for more than 
two and a half years. As part of its work, the Committee has conducted an extensive 
investigation of allegations relating to Charlie Trie. Charlie Trie is a central figure who 
was involved in numerous criminal transactions in the course of the campaign finance 
scandal. When subpoenaed by the Committee, Mr. Trie invoked his Fifth Amendment 
rights. 


Last month, prior to a verdict in his trial before you, Mr. Trie reached a plea 
agreement with the Justice Department. As you know, this plea agreement requires Mr. 
Trie to “fully cooperate with the United States” in a number of ways, including u be[ing] 
available for interview upon reasonable request” In the view of the Committee, Mr. 
Trie’s plea agreement requires him to cooperate with the Committee’s campaign 
fundraising investigation. Nevertheless, Mr. Trie continues to invoke his Fifth 
Amendment rights, and requests a formal grant of immunity from the Committee prior to 
testifying. The Justice Department has informed die Committee that it will oppose a 
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grant of immunity by the Committee until Mr. Trie has testified m any cases that are 
brought as a result of his cooperation. However, for reasons that are not entirely dear, 
the Justice Department appears to be insisting on proceeding with Mr. Trie’s sentencing 
before he has testified at any upcoming trials, and before he has cooperated with the 
Committee. 

1 object to the Justice Department's plan to sentence Mr. Trie at this time, and 
request that you delay Mr. Trie's sentencing until the Committee has had the opportunity 
to question Mr. Trie. There are two critical facts which form the basis of my request. 
First, Mr. Trie has never cooperated with the Committee, and appears to be determined to 
continue stonewalling the Committee. Second, if Mr. Trie were sentenced prior to his 
appearance before the Committee, he would lose all incentive to cooperate with its 
investigation. 

The public record clearly establishes the fact that Charlie Trie has repeatedly 
attempted to thwart the ability of Congress to obtain critical information from him 
regarding his role in the 1996 campaign fundraising scandal. Shortly after the 
Committee’s investigation began, before he could even be served with a subpoena, Mr. 
Trie fled the country. Then, while hiding in China, Mr. Trie appeared on television to 
taunt Congress, claiming "they'll never find me.” Additionally, white he was in China, 
Mr. Trie directed his subordinate, Maria Mapili, to destroy documents responsive to a 
Senate subpoena regarding his fundraising. These facts were outlined by Ms. Mapili in 
your courtroom during Mr. Trie's trial Eventually, Mr. Trie did return to the United 
States to f&ce charges, but his stonewalling has continued. After being served with a 
Committee subpoena, Mr. Trie invoked his Fifth Amendment rights. Even now that Mr. 
Trie has pled guilty, and is reportedly cooperating with the Justice Department, he 
continues to invoke his Fifth Amendment rights in response to the Committee. Mr. Trie’s 
continued invocation of his Fifth Amendment rights is particularly frustrating, given that 
he no longer feces any reasonable fear of prosecution from the Justice Department 

Mr. Trie's conduct over the past two years makes it clear that he does not want to 
cooperate with Congressional investigations, and is willing to do anything to thwart 
Congress. In feet, the Committee understands that in the course ofhis plea negotiations, 
Mr. Trie requested that it be made a condition of his plea that he not have to cooperate 
with Congress. Obviously, the Department could not make such an agreement limiting 
the powers of Congress. But the feet that Mr. Trie appears to fear testifying before 
Congress raises doubts about his current cooperation with the Justice Department, and 
points out the need for action by this Court 

Even the Justice Department does not question the Committee’s right or need to 
question Mr. Trie. Rather, they have tried to force the Committee to wait to question Trie 
until after he has testified at upcoming trials, and after he has been sentenced. However; 
it is essential that the Committee’s questioning of Mr. Trie take place prior to his 
sentencing. After Mr. Trie is sentenced, he will no longer have any incentive to 
cooperate with the Committee. IfMr. Trie testifies before the Committee prior to 
sentencing, his cooperation, or failure to cooperate with the Committee can be considered 
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by this Court in deciding whether to accept the Justice Department’s lenient 
recommendations for sentencing. 


There can be do doubt that if the Court considers my request, and delays the Trie 
sentencing, the Committee will have a better opportunity to conduct a fruitful questioning 
of Mr. Trie. The Committee’s investigation of Mr. Trie has been extensive, and has 
frequently outpaced the Justice Department’s own investigation. The Committee 
possesses a large amount of information that the Justice Department may not have 
obtained in the course of its own investigation. The Committee is continuing an active 
investigation of Mr. Trie, and continues to turn new leads. The Committee should 
have an opportunity to explore these matters with Mr. Trie prior to sentencing, when it is 
most likely that Mr. Trie will cooperate. 

I will be writing to the Justice Department to seek their assistance in getting Mr. 
Trie to cooperate with the Committee as soon as possible. But, in the interim, Mr. Trie 
should not be sentenced until he has fully cooperated with this Committee, and any other 
federal or state governmental body, as required by his plea agreement A delay in Mr. 
Trie's sentencing would serve the important goal of guaranteeing that he has cooperated 
with the United States Congress’ efforts to uncover all relevant information about illegal 
fundraising in the 1992 and 1996 federal elections. If you have any questions about this 
matter, please contact roe, or my Chief Counsel, Barbara J. Comstock, at (202) 225-5074. 


^^Sincerely, 

Qztifehr 


7Sm\ 

Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxmam Ranking Minority Member 

David Vidnanzo, Esq., Supervising Attorney, Campaign Financing Task Force 
Reid Weingarten, Esq., Counsel for Yah Lin Trie 
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July 15, 1999 


The Honorable Richard A. Paez 
United States District Judge 
Central District of California 
Roybal Federal Building 
255 East Temple Street 
Los Angeles, California 90012 

Re; Sfflfrqting of MuHang 

Dear Judge Paez: 

I write to respectfully request that you delay the sentencing of John Huang, which 
is reportedly scheduled to take place on August 2. As explained below, Mr. Huang is a 
central witness in this Committee’s campaign fundraising investigation, and the 
Committee needs to question Mr. Huang prior to his sentencing. If you delay Mr. 
Huang’s sentencing until the Committee has had the opportunity to question him, it 
would substantially increase die likelihood of Mr. Huang’s truthful cooperation with the 
Committee. Moreover, such a delay would not cause any harm to either Mr. Huang or 
die investigation being conducted by the Department of Justice. 

The Committee on Government Reform has been conducting an investigation of 
campaign fundraising illegalities in the 1992 and 1996 federal elections for more than 
two and a half years. As part of its work, the Committee has conducted mi extensive 
investigation of allegations relating to John Huang. When subpoenaed by die Committee, 
Mr. Huang invoked his Fifth Amendment rights. 

On May 21, 1999, Mr. Huang reached a plea agreement with the Justice 
Department This plea agreement requires Mr. Huang to “cooperate folly . . . with the 
United States, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, and, as directed by the United States, 
with any other federal, state or local government agency” in a number of ways, including 
“attendfing] all meetings, interviews, grand jury sessions, trials, and any other 
proceedings at which your presence is re q ueste d .” In the view of the Committee, Mr. 
Huang’s plea agreement requires him to cooperate with the Committee’s campaign 
fundraising investigation. Nevertheless, Mr. Huang continues to invoke his Fifth 
Amendment rights, and requests a formal giant of immunity from the Committee prior to 
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testifying. The Justice Department has informed the Committee that it will oppose a 
grant of immunity by the Committee until Mr. Huang has testified in any cases that are 
brought as a result of his cooperation. However, for reasons that are not entirely dear, 
the Justice Department appears to be insisting on proceeding with Mr. Huang’s 
sentencing before he has testified at any upcoming trials, and before he has cooperated 
with fire Committee. 

I object to the Justice Department’s plan to sentence Mr. Huang at this time, and I 
request that you delay Mr. Huang’s sentencing until the Committee has had the 
opportunity to question him. There are two critical facts which form the basis of my 
request. First, Mr. Huang has never cooperated with the Committee, and appears to be 
determined to continue stonewalling the Committee. Second, if Mr. Huang were 
sentenced prior to his appearance before the Committee, he would lose all incentive to 
cooperate with its investigation 

First, it is important that the Court understand Mr. Huang’s central role in file 
Committee’s campaign fundraising investigation. During the early 1990’s, Mr. Huang 
worked for Lippo Bank, which is part of the conglomerate suspected of tunneling 
millions of illegal dollars into U.S. elections. From 1994 until 1995, Mr. Huang was a 
Deputy Assistant Secretary in the Commerce Department, where he was privy to 
sensitive trade and security information, and where he was in frequent contact with his 
old colleagues at the Lippo Group. From late 1995 until late 1996, Mr. Huang served 
wifi] the President’s personal approval as the Vice-Chair for Finance of the Democratic 
National Committee. In this position, he organized a number of fundraising events that 
raised millions of dollars for the DNC. Through its investigation, the Committee has 
learned that Huang played a key role in raising substantial sums of illegal contributions 
for file DNC. 

However, Mr. Huang has never cooperated with the Committee's investigation. 
Mr. Huang began his history of noncooperation in October 1996, after the first news 
stories arose regarding his illegal campaign fundraising. Mr. Huang first tried to hide 
from the news media and investigators until after the November election before be was 
ordered to appear for a civil deposition by a federal judge. Then, he invoked his Fifth 
Amendment rights rather than cooperate with the Committee. Even now that Mr. Huang 
has reached a plea agreement with the Justice Department, he continues to invoke his 
Fifth Amendment rights. Mr. Huang continues to do so, even though he has no 
reasonable fear of prosecution. Mr. Huang’s continued refusal to testify should highlight 
die fact that the Committee should be able to interview him prior to sentencing, as part of 
his plea agreement 

Even the Justice Department does not question the Committee's right or need to 
question Mr. Huang. Rather, they have tried to force the Committee to wait to question 
Huang until after be has testified at upcoming trials, and after he has been sentenced. 
However, it is essential that the Committee’s questioning of Mr. Huang take place prior 
to his sentencing. After Mr. Huang is sentenced, he will no longer have any incentive to 
cooperate with the Committee. If Mr. Huang testifies before the Committee prior to 
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sentencing, his cooperation, or failure to cooperate with the Committee can be considered 
by this Court in deciding whether U> accept the Justice Department's lenient 

nymnn>«w to imi fny afn^ring 

There can be no doubt that if the Court considers my request, and delays the 
Hoang sentencing, the Committee will have a better opportunity to conduct a fruitful 
questioning of Mr. Huang. The Committee's investigation of Mr. Huang has been 
extensive, and has frequently outpaced the Justice Department’s own investigation. The 
Committee possesses a large amount of information that the Justice Department may not 
have obtained in the course of its own investigation. The Committee is continuing an 
active investigation of Mr. Huang, and continues to turn up new leads. The Committee 
should have an opportunity to explore these matters with Mr. Huang prior to sentencing, 
when it is most likely that Mr. Huang will cooperate. 

1 will be writing to die Justice Department to seek their assistance in getting Mr. 
Huang to cooperate with the Committee as soon as possible. But, in the interim, Mr. 
Huang should not be sentenced until he has fully cooperated with this Committee, and 
any other federal or state governmental body, wrequired by his plea agreement A delay 
in Mr. Huang’s sentencing would serve the important goal of guaranteeing that he has 
cooperated with the United States Congress’ efforts to uncover all relevant information 
about illegal fundraising in the 1992 and 1996 federal elections. If you have any 
questions about this matter, please contact me, or my Chief Counsel, Barbara J. 

Comstock, at (202) 225-5074. 


^^-^Sincerely, 

Dan Button 

Chairman 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxrnan, Ranking Minority Member 

David Vicinaazo, Esq^ Supervising Attorney, Campaign Financing Task Force 

Ty Cobb, Esq., Counsel for John Huang 
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July 20, 1999 

Director Louis Freeh 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535 


Re: Request for Documents 


Dear Director Freeh: 


On June 17, 1999, 1 requested from the FBI all record* relating to the FBI’s 
investigation of Charles M. Parish, Jr., the former chief of the non-immigrant visa section 
in the U.S. Embassy in Beijing. In that letter, I requested that all responsive .documents 
be provided to the Committee by July 1. The Committee has not yet received any 
documents pursuant to this request 


It is my undentanding from contacts with your staff that the relevant documents 
have been compiled, and are awaiting review at the Justice Department The Committee 
is holding a hearing on this subject on July 29, and it is critical that wt receive the 
requested documents well in advance of the hearing. Therefore, please, expedite the 
handling of nay request, so that the Committee can be folly informed of the relevant facte' 
before the July 29 hearing. If you have any questions about this matter, please contact 
Deputy Counsel & Parliamentarian David Kass at22 5-5074. 



cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 

Attorney General Janet Reno 
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U. S. Department of Justice 

Office of the Inspector General 


July 22, 1999 

The Honorable Dan Burton / 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C 20515-6143 


The Honorable Henry A. Waxraan 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Government Reform 
U,S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.G 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman and Congressman Waxman: 


1 forwarded to the Office of the Deputy Attorney General and the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation your request that access to the Office of the Inspector General's classified report. 
The Handling of FBI Intelligence Information Related to the Justice Department's Campaign 


be granted to the following individuals: Barbara Comstock, Kristi 


Remington, Ken Ballen, and Michael Raphael. I have been advised that the Department does not 
object to these staff members gaining access to the report, provided that the following conditions 
are observed: 


• These individuals must have the proper clearances (die report is classified at the TOP 
SECRET/CODEWORD level); 

• the report must be stored, and its contents reviewed and discussed, only within a 
Secure Compartmented Information Facility (SCIF); 

• any notes taken by those reviewing the report must remain in the SCIF; 

• a log must be kept that indicates the date, time, and identity of when these individuals 
review the report; end 

• no copies of the report may be made and members of Congress or staff may not 
discuss die classified material with anyone who has not been specifically granted 
access to the full report by the Department of Justice. 



1287 


These conditions are essential inasmuch as the report contains information that relates to ongoing 
and sensitive criminal and intelligence investigations. 

Please contact me at (202) 514-3435 if you have objections to these conditions or if you 
otherwise have any questions. 


,Very truly yours. 



Michael R Bromwii 
Inspector General 



cc: Honorable Eric H. Holder, Jr., Deputy Attorney General 

Honorable Louis I Freeh, Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
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ONE HUNDRED SOU H CONGHESS 

Congress of tfje ®mtefc States 

$ou*t of Htpnftntstftit* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Raybuhn House O-hce Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 




July 27, 1999 


VIA FAX (2021 616-2SS2 
Mr. Johnny Stokes 

Immigration and Naturalization Service 
7100 Chester Arthur Building 
425 1 Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20536 

Dear Mr. Stakes: * 

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, 
die Committee hereby requests certain .records. Please provide the Committee with a 
copy of any 194 records and the entire contents of the alien registration aJc.a. “A” files of 
die following individual: 

Iin Chao-ying (a.kA Iiu Chaoying aJcA Chaoying Liu), date of bhth 10/29/59, 
People’s Republic of China passport number 1320186 (issued 8/9/89). 

Please produce die requested items to the Committee by'Tuesflay, August 10, 
1999. If you have any questions, please contact the Committee’s Senior Counsel Tim 
Griffin at (202) 225-5074. 



flhfttrman 

cc: The Honocride Henry Waxman 
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ONE HUMMED SIXTH CONGRES8 

Congress of tfje Slmteti States 

$ou*e of ftepretfentatfoetf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bwlomg 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 



gpmSB&yry 



July 28, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States De partm ent of Justice 
Washington, D.C 29530 

Re: Sentencing of John Huang and Charlie Trie 

Dear General Reno: 


On July 15, 1999, 1 wrote you regarding the sentencing of Democratic National 
Committee fundraisers John Huang and Charlie Trie. At that time i also wrote the two judges 
presiding over those cases requesting that they delay sentencing prior to their cooperation with 
this committee’s investigation. Last week, your legislative affairs chief, Jon Jennings, assured 
my Chief Counsel, Barbara Comstock, that you wanted to work with us on this matter in a 
positive way. However, to date we have received no efforts at cooperation and it appears that 
John Huang’s sentencing is to proceed next Monday, August 2, 1 999. 

It has long been apparent that you have presided over a campaign finance investigation 
that has been grossly derelict in getting to the facts and truth in these matters. A July 27, 1999 
article in The New York Times (see attached) dearly demonstrates that your investigation has 
failed to follow the money trail provided by Johnny Chung’s hank records — a trail my 
committee has now been following for the past two months after finally receiving the Citibank 
wire transfer records from the account of Johnny Chung. Your investigation had these records 
for almost two years, yet the information was not pursued. You have repeatedly assured 
Congress that you have diligently followed all leads, now we leam that your investigation hasn’t 
even bothered to go after evidence available from entities here in the United States. 

It was not until this Committee had access to Johnny Chung, as a witness, and obtained 
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these records from the Department in May of this year that these leads were followed up by my 
staff. I can only imagine the leads provided regarding John Huang and Charlie Trie that your 
investigation has failed to pursue. Earlier this summer, we learned how your investigation 
resisted issuing a search warrant of Charlie Trie’s home despite the fact that he had directed his 
bookkeeper to destroy relevant documents. As with the failure to follow the money trail of the 
$300,000 given to Chung by Liu Chao Ying, this indicates a gross dereliction of duty. 

Now it appears that youintend to proceed with the sentencing of John Huang - a key 
figure in the campaign finance investigation — without first allowing Congress an opportunity to 
question him and obtain his cooperation. Your refusal to work with Congress in this regard can 
only lead us to conclude that you are not interested in discovering the full truth behind the 
Democratic fundraising activities of John Huang and Charlie Trie. The past record of your 
investigation provides no assurances that all matters relating to either Huang or Trie have been 
fully explored. Your Department has provided Mr. Huang with a plea agreement that results in 
no prison time, a minimal fine, and even offers to reinstitute his voting rights. It is precisely this 
kind of treatment for a longtime friend and political appointee of President Clinton that has 
brought your investigation into such disrepute. Charlie Trie’s sentencing also is imminent, and 
again, it appears you have no interest in allowing Congress to follow up on matters that may 
have been ignored in your investigation and this longtime friend and political appointee of 
President Clinton will also be given a lenient sentence. 

Your former Chief Prosecutor, Charles LaBella, wrote in his memo to you of the 
“contortions” that your political advisers were going through to avoid investigating matters 
relevant in the campaign finance scandal and the different standards that your investigation 
created for investigating high level officials versus other investigative targets who were pursued 
on just a “wisp” of information. With the sentencing of Huang and Trie we are seeing the fruition 
of the different standards evident in your investigation. 

At this point, your investigation itself is highly suspect. Sweetheart deals for Presidential 
friends and total refusual to work with Congress to allow us to pursue leads your investigation 
has long left cold leaves this Committee with few options. Given your total failure to work with 
Congress in this matter and the highly questionable sentences provided these two close friends of 
the President, this letter is to notify you that I will be subpoenaing all records from the 
Department of Justice related to John Huang and Charlie Trie. 
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Subpena Duces Teem 

JBp JUufyoritp of ttjc Ho utfe of Bepce^entati'betf of tip 
Congo** of tf|e ©nftetr &tate* of America 


j< 0 Department of Justice Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 

You are hereby commanded to produce tbe drags identified oo the attached schedule before the 

.f»U. Committee on GOTfiTBRfflP..8fcfROT. 

of the House of Representatives of the United States, of which the Hon flflR.fivurMJ} 

is c hairman , by producing such tilings in Room of the 

Building in the city of Washington, on 

Au^st 9, 1999 at tbe hour of 

j> 0 ICiaberly Reed or U.S. Marshals Service 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of tbe House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 
day of ...*& 19..”... 



Attest: 


Clerk. 
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Subpena far...J?saftY£.*e»t • • •*? ^ 

jasAn .Juattep. .Rv&fU-AS;. .Ror®. .I. 6 .??. 

.CfWftUt«U9A.AYfiW?A.RW. 

Washington > _ DC _ _ 20530 ^ 

before the Committee on the...^?. 1 ?®??*. Reform 


Served. J (X 7 r?J V* 

.S^h?r\ . . .(y^r. . K* H 


.House of Representatives 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Committee on Government Reform 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Department of Justice 
Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 
Main Justice Building, Room 1603 
Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record's Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact the Committee's Chief Counsel Barbara Comstock at (202) 225-5074, 

Definitions ffld Instruct^ 

1. For the purposes of this subpoena, the word "record* or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, contracts, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, 
documents, electronic mail (e-raail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, 
messages, minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press 
releases, recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, 
talking points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or 
evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other 
machine readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or “records” shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

2. For purposes of this subpoena, the terms “refer* or “relate" and “concerning* as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 
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3. This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
and information that are cinrently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have 
put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the subpoena includes all documents to the present. 

4. The conjunctions “or" and “and* are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

5. No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

6. If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify die subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

7. When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by date, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

8. This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

9. Please provide a printed and, where possible, an electronic version of records. 
Electronic information may be stored on Vh inch diskettes in ASCII format In addition, please 
provide the Committee's Minority staff with an identical copy of all records provided. 

gs hg aagt ffar™ 

Please provide the Committee with all records relating to the following inviduals: 

1. John Huang; and 

2. Yah Lin “Charlie* Trie. 
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U<S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of fceAmUW Attorney Geaeal WaAkpo* DjC. 205 SO 


July 29, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
US. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letters dated July 15, July 8, and June 14, 1999. We discuss 
the issues you raise in the sections that follow. 

Granting Huang and Trie Congressional Immunity 

Cm! d,pnri>te Them to AyoilConvk^on for Criminal Agfaay 

We turn first to your letter of July 15, in which you (a) advised the Department of your 
requests to the United States District Court Judges to delay the sentendngs of Messrs. John 
Huang and Charlie Trie and (b) asked the Department to support your request and "take all action 
necessary to have Messrs. Trie and Huang cooperate with the Committee." As you may know, on 
June 17, 1999, several representatives of the Department met with the Committee’s nusority and 
minority staff in response to your inquiry about obtaining Court-ordered immunity for five 
individuals, including John Huang and Charlie Trie. During the meeting, we advised the staff that 
the Department did not object to the Committee issuing subpoenas to any of the five individuals 
(including Messrs. Huang and Trie) and that we did not oppose the granting of immunity to the 
three individuals other than Messrs. Huang and Trie. The Department promptly agreed to waive, 
with regard to those three individuals, the statutory requirement that the Committee provide the 
Department with ten days' advance notice before seeking immunity. We worked closely with your 
staff to be certain that our letter waiving the notice period contained the precise wording 
requested by the House Counsel. 

With regard to Messrs. Trie and Huang, the majority staff told us that both were refusing 
to testify before the Committee without a grant of immunity. When we asked why the Committee 
needed their testimony prior to sentencing, we were advised that the Committee might have 
information concerning illegal or criminal conduct by Mr. Trie and that if the Committee had an 
opportunity to question Messrs. Huang and Trie about this information prior to sentencing, the 
Government could then use the material at sentencing. As we advised the majority staf£ such a 



1298 


process was untenable, given that we would be prohibited from using any such information 
against Messrs. Huang and Trie if we learned of h in the course of their public testimony under 
grants of immunity. United States v. North. 920 F.2d 940 (D.C. Cir.X cert denied. 500 U.S. 941 
(1990); United States v. Poindexter. 951 F.2d 369 (D.C. Cir. 1991X set denied. 506 U.S. 1021 
(1992). 

We explained to the majority staff that any such testimony would be compelled, and 
therefore under settled law it could never be used against the witnesses in a subsequent criminal 
prosecution. Moreover, because the judgments of conviction against Messrs. Trie and Huang wQl 
not be considered final until after their sentendngs, if either defendant successfully sought to 
withdraw his guilty plea following his compelled public testimony, we might be barred from re- 
prosecuting the case because of the taint from the compelled testimony. Kasdcar v. United 
States. 408 U.S. 931 (1972). As you probably know, Mr. Huang has not yet entered his guilty 
plea. Thus, following any immunized public testimony, Mr. Huang could simply decide against 
entering a guilty plea and then challenge any further prosecution as violating his Fifth Amendment 
rights pursuant to the Kastigar decision. 

Finally, even if the prosecutors on the Trie and Huang cases attempted to avoid learning 
of Messrs. Trie's and Huang's immunized public testimony, the Department might still be barred 
from re-prosecuting them if they successfully sought to withdraw their guilty pleas. The 
convictions of Oliver North and John Poindexter following their public imimmized testimony 
before Congress were reversed on similar grounds. United States y. North, supra .: United States 
y, PgifttifiKfer, supra. 

We are certain that neither you nor your staff want to take any action that might endanger 
the felony convictions of either Mr. Trie or Mr. Huang. Please advise the Department of all 
matters that the Committee believes may involve illegal conduct, or other information that could 
be relevant to a sentencing judge, and the Department will then ensure that Messrs. Trie and 
Huang are questioned on those matters prior to sentencing. As you know, the Committee 
previously has provided the Department with information which the Committee gathered during 
the course of its investigation, which we certainly appreciate. By following this same practice in 
the Trie and Huang matters, we will avoid jeopardizing those important convictions and ensure 
that all relevant questions have been answered. 

At the time when immunity would no longer threaten substantial harm to the criminal 
investigation, the Department will withdraw our objection to the Committee seeking a grant of 
immunity for Trie and Huang. At the present time, however, such a grant of immunity could 
irreparably harm the criminal prosecutions. 


2 
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The Department Has Provided the Committee a Lengthy Briefing 
pn J te gaUaJEssaagd ifiJBjaaiaa iLEuflhg 

In your letter dated July 8, 1999, you requested copies of declination memoranda relating 
to the Justice Department's criminal investigation of Charles Intriago and expressing concern 
about certain records and other information from the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA). 
As you note in your letter, seven! Justice Department representatives met with Committee staff 
on March 24, 1 999, in response to the Committee’s prior request for documents relating to the 
Intriago investigation. The purpose of the meeting was to seek to accommodate the Committee's 
need for information without causing substantial harm to the Department's interest in protecting 
the confidentiality and integrity of its deliberative processes for determining whether to charge 
individuals with crimes. In order to address concerns expressed by your staf£ the Department 
orally briefed the staff for almost two hours on the reasons for the dedination and identified the 
supervisory prosecutors who approved the dedination. 

The decision to decline prosecution reflects the weakness of the evidence and problems 
with the statute of limitations, and had nothing to do with political considerations or contacts with 
Administration officials. We noted in the briefing that both Charles La Bella, who was then 
directing the Campaign Financing Task Force, and the Public Integrity Section conduded that the 
Department should not prosecute Mr. Intriago. In addition, we stated that the decision to decline 
prosecution was expressly approved by the FBI. 

Prosecution and declination memoranda are extremely sensitive criminal justice documents 
and, consequently, are made available outside the Department only under the most extraordinary 
circumstances. The Department’s career prosecutors are asked to render unbiased, professional 
judgments about the merits of potential criminal cases. If their deliberative documents were 
made subject to congressional challenge and scrutiny, we would face a grave danger that our 
prosecutors would be chilled from providing the candid and independent analysis that is essential 
to just and effective law enforcement and that public and judicial confidence in our law 
enforcement processes would be undermined. This concern is particularly strong in the case of 
declination memoranda, because they discuss the possibility of bringing criminal charges against 
individuals who are investigated but not prosecuted, thus implicating significant individual privacy 
and due process interests. 

In an effort to further accommodate the Committee’s interest in understanding the reasons 
for the Intriago declination decision, while avoiding the damage to law enforcement interests that 
would flow from disclosure of the deliberative portions of the declination memoranda, the 
Department is willing to provide you, the ranking minority member and one or two Committee 
staff from the majority and minority the opportunity to read the summary and conclusion sections 
of the three declination memoranda, as well as the complete text of a one-sentence memorandum 
from Charles La Bella transmitting the declination memorandum that he approved. As you and 
your staff will readily observe from the documents, the decision to decline prosecution in this 
matter was based solely on the prosecutorial judgment that the facts and the law (fid not support a 
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case. We trust that this further accommodation, together with the mfoimation we have provided 
in this letter and our briefing, will satisfy the Committee's needs regarding this matter and that 
you will preserve the confidentiality of the sensitive law enforcement information we are 
providing you. 

The Department has Already Given the Committee Almost 900 Pages of Documents 
Idsn ti firi ig tte JEA’ s NAP JMS Sy s tem and tt C propfln g A d dM phri info x m tjjon 

Turning to your fetter of July 8, as you know, the Department provided the Committee 
with more than 830 pages of records on February 1 1, 1999. In providing those records, we 
explained that we had redacted certain material in order to protect the privacy of persons who 
were not the focus of the Committee’s inquiry and to protect any information that could 
compromise ongoing law enforcement investigations. We advised the Committee staff that, 
wherever possible, we would provide the Committee with a limited amount of additional 
information that would help them better understand the unredacted portions of the documents. 
After reviewing the documents, the Committee sent the Department a list of 18 questions about 
the redacted material. 

In a letter dated April 19, 1999, the Department sent the Committee comprehensive 
answers to each of those questions. We understood that those answers fully satisfied the 
Committee’s concerns. In addition, the Department later informally provided the Committee with 
copies of additional documents that it had located that were responsive to the Committee's initial 
document request On June 21, 1999, the Department formally transmitted copies of those 
documents to the Committee. In that letter, the Department stated that it understood that it had 
completed its response to the Committee’s inquiry. 

The Department was surprised and concerned by your letter of July 8. Immediately after 
receiving the letter. Associate Deputy Attorney General Craig Iscoe contacted the Acting 
Director of the DEA and asked him to ensure that the DEA immediately prepared responses to all 
matters raised by the Committee. The Department also promptly scheduled a meeting with 
Committee staff and DEA officials. At that meeting, held on July 13 at the DEA headquarters, 
we addressed each of the Committee’s concerns. First, DEA officials established that, contrary 
to the Committee's assertion, the Department had provided the Committee with all the 
information from its NADDIS files on February 12, 1999. As the DEA officials explained to the 
Committee staffc the indices that it had provided the Committee five months earlier contained 
every NADDIS record number that the Committee had requested. In fact, the 830 pages of 
documents contained far more information than the NADDIS records themselves. At the 
meeting, the Department permitted the Committee staff to examine the NADDIS records, which 
totaled only seven pages, so that they could double-check the records to confirm that the 
Department had provided die Committee with all records identified in the NADDIS files. 

In addition, at the July 13 meeting DEA officials answered staff questions about how 
NADDIS records may be searched. The DEA is in the process of gathering specific information 
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about its NADDIS files that the Committee requested during that meeting. Finally, during the 
meeting, a member of your staff assured us that the Committee had not previously asked the six 
questions in your tetter about DEA policies. The DEA is in the process of answering those 
questions and we anticipate being able to provide them to the Committee in the near future. 

Finally, we would like to respond to your letter dated June 14, 1999 to Attorney General 
Reno and Director Freeh. Although it would not be constructive at this juncture to tfiscuss the 
specific factual allegations in your letter that we dispute, we should note that we do not believe 
the letter accurately or fairly characterizes the conversations between your staff and Mir. Craig 
Iscoe. 


The Department has complete confidence in Mr. Iscoe and believes that he has worked 
professionally and diligently to enable the Committee and the staff to meet their oversight needs 
while protecting our longstanding, non-partisan institutional law enforcement interests. He is a 
careful and thoughtful career prosecutor whose skill and expertise enable him to ensure that the 
Committee receives detailed, informative briefings and careful attention to your numerous letters 
and other requests. Indeed, the staff has often expressed their appreciation for his assistance. For 
example, I understand that members of your staffhave stated that they recognize and appreciate 
Mr. Iscoe’s successful efforts in assisting the Committee in obtaining detailed testimony from 
Johnny Chung. 

I am hopeful that the Committee and Department can work well together in the future. I 
can assure you that we will make every effort to accommodate the Committee’s needs consistent 
with our law enforcement obligations. I am also hopeful that we can work together more 
effectively on a personal basis and assure that we will do our best to do so. 1 respectfully request 
to meet with you at your convenience to discuss these issues and to begin a more cooperative 
dialogue. 

Please feel free to contact me if you wish to discuss any of the above matters further. 


Sincerely, 




Jon P. Jennings 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 


5 
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August 3, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United States 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

I write to bring three matters to your attention. Two relate to document requests, and the 
third pertains to Department of Justice policy regarding Congressional interviews of Department 
of Justice line attorneys. 

On die latter point, one of your staff r epres en ted that the Department of Justice line 
attorneys who were made available in 1993 in the Rocky Flats matter for questioning by a 
Subcommittee then-chaired by Representative Dingell had spoken to the media, and that that was 
a factor in their being made available for questioning. I am interested in this precedent, and 
request that you clarify this policy. First, is it true that all Justice Department attorneys made 
available for Congressional questioning during the Rocky Flats matter had spoken to the media? 
Second, is it the Department’s position that contacts with the media should be considered 
relevant to the decision to make Department attorneys available to Congressional committees? 

On an unrelated matter, the Committee on Government Reform requested that the 
Department of Justice provide documents pertaining to an investigation of former State 
Department official Charles Parish. These documents were requested on June 17, 1999, and 
have yet to be produced. I sent an additional letter to FBI Director Freeh on July 20 informing 
him of tiie importance of receiving the requested documents prior to the Committee’s July 29, 

1 999, hearing on allegations of consular improprieties in Beijing, China. I have been informed 
that the documents have been under review at the Justice Department for several weeks. I am 
concerned that the Justice Department has failed to produce these materials, despite the 
Committee’s clear need. If the Committee does not receive the requested documents by Friday, 
August 6, 1999, 1 will be compelled to issue a subpoena for their production. 


Finally, it is my understanding that the DEA has responded to Committee questions about 
certain documents pertaining to Orlando Castro Llanes, Charles Intriago, and about DEA 
procedures regarding confidential sources. The information has apparently been provided to 
Associate Deputy Attorney General Craig Iscoe, but has not been relayed to this Committee. I 
would greatly appreciate your efforts to ensure that the DEA’s responses are forwarded to the 
Committee as soon as possible. 

If your staff has any questions about these matters, do not hesitate to have them contact 
Chief Investigative Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 





Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Craig Iscoe, Associate Deputy Attorney General 

Jon P. Jennings, Acting Assistant Attorney General 
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Subpena Daces Tecum 

JBp gutfjoritp of tfjc Houtfe of &ejn*$entattoe$ of tf>e 
Congest of tfte ®nttdi fttatesf of America 

To ,J.u>sice^ 

Ypa are hereby commanded to produce the thing* identified on tbe attached schedule before the 

*41 Committee on .&y.e«BSP.?. 

of the House of Reptesematives of tfae United States, of which the Hon. ...... 

is chairman, by producing such things in Room ...2i£7.. of die 

Building ia the city of Wa s h i ngt o n , on 

August 20,, 19 99 t g die hour of .?. s .?J?.JRf. 

To .... jW^.nFA7..te?.4.ar..lB.#fW^^ 

to serve and make return. 

Witness my hand and the teal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, .at tbe city of Washington, this 

19..92... 


Chairman. 
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Subpena for. . . Doited . Sttatee . of Justice 

..... Serve.; . . .Attorney. £enex «&. . JEfeno 

» uw 

Washi»gtwu.J}Cl..^PJ53i,0 

before the Committee on the....OftYRtiwwf Reform 
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Served 


House of Repres e m s tivet 
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SCTEP UL 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


United States Department of Justice 
Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 
Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record's Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chief Investigative Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 

Definitions and Instructions 

(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the word "record" or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or “records" shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer" or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
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and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have 
put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present 

(4) The conjunctions “or" and "and" are to be read interchangeably in die manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

Subpoenaed Items 

Please provide the Committee with all records relating to the Justice Department 
investigations of whether the following newspaper articles contain unauthorized disclosures of 
information from the Justice Department: 

1. John F. Harris and Roberto Suro, “Clinton: 1996 ‘Issue Ads’ Passed Legal Test,” The 

Washington Post , November 10, 1998 (Attachment A); 

2. Roberto Suro, “Prosecutors’ Approach to Huang Signals Shift in Campaign Probe,” The 

Washington Post, October 2, 1998 (Attachment B); 

3. Ronald J. Ostrow, “Report to Reno Urges Independent Counsel on Fund-Raising,” Los 

Angeles Times , July 24, 1998 (Attachment C); 


2 
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4. Roberto Suro and Michael Grunwald, “Independent Probe of *96 Funds Urged; Reno 
Noncommittal on Campaign Report,” The Washington Post, July 24, 1998 (Attachment 

D); 

5. Brian Duffy, “Campaign Probe Looked at Ickes, Says La Bella,” The Wall Street Journal, 
August 3, 1998 (Attachment E); 

6. Jeff Gerth, “Democrat Fund-Raiser Said to Detail China Tie,” New York Times , May 1 5, 

1 998 (Attachment F); 

7. Roberto Suro and Bob Woodward, “Chung Ties China Money to DNC,” The Washington 
Post , May 16, 1998 (Attachment G); 

8. Bob Woodward and Brian Dufly, “Chinese Embassy Role in Contributions Probed; 
Planning of Foreign Contributions to DNC Indicated,” The Washington Post , February 
13, 1997 (Attachment H); 

9. Bob Woodward, “FBI Had Overlooked Key Files in Probe of Chinese Influence,” The 
Washington Post , November 14, 1997 (Attachment I)- 


3 
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ATTACHMENTS 




Report to Reno Urges New Probe 
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Report Urges 
Independent 
Counsel 

. RE NO,fhwU2J 

espstt foonu aesgnea ii jipbe 
mi attorney f&wrsl from jovcstlpl* 

tQ£«Op 00*3*15 01 wse -SSalae auusSS^ 

. tntioo. 

Reno yesterday rcpoitnfly dmc* 
teiaed LaB dh*» report** just one 
pOycdiytikl fe Wfep CUdCDiflOlIh 
nmm^e^^aeainiMe 
wadd consider opposing views as 
vw l befo re maldiys derision, fa the 
past, those views have prevailed ev- 
ery time arguments afenibr o LsBd- 
la's have been presented to Rena Lee 
l Rjdek, foe longtime head of toe 
fxib&fategrity section fa the Justice 
Dep er tmc o rt Criminal DMsioa baa 
Wm mm m mt mow tgSMMWm 
opponent* to fa appoint inent of *n 
independen t counsel among Reocft 

- 1--V- - VLtt 

OuKmm MML 

LaBda. then the Na 2 federa l 
prosecu to r fa San Diego, was ap- 
pointed chief of toe task force last 
a q u anp cr w&ibd me isvugPmi 
vwtt owed w ntmialcBsagreementi 
sbo tie cnecmKK 

fcr replaced Radek and made a point 
of dteodoR hkndf from the public 
wspiiT aecooii mu 01 icpuu^ 
dratfcrtoRenn 


There are a range of bwjp* 

within the department who have bad 

hay experience with the Indepen- 
dent Counsel Act.” Reno said yester- 
day. 'And what we do is hear from 
everybody, not just one hwytr.bt* 
everybody. And we make wre tost 

we by to cooader all arguments, and 

reach toe beat dedsion ba ari on thc 

history of the act, the legislative 
hfatoqr and other facton.* • 

No tpoAi Hfflianiww wflbe 
cr e a ted to c onsider the report, de- 
umtiiiTfft ImteMLitVffll 

be handled as part of the ami 
process of overseeing the campaign 
finance favesdcathn. One key qnes- 
t joo to he derided i» whether Reno 
wO deliver a epedfic response to 
LaBeUa’a recommendations or 

whether ft w3 be left an opeo matter, 

they and. 

?be apparent fade of ogeaqr core 
treats with several odwr ooraafona 
when Reno has respond ed withm a 
fcw fays, even within ho«a ate 

receiving rerraamrodatfam that toe- 

faachtbe independent ooonad pen ' 

^Republicans can compfafaffRa® 
fafanstdbr refacts LaBeDat adnot 

but there fa not much they cm *> to 

change her decision. Sea Aden Spec- 
ter (Rife) wants the Senate famefa 
ty Comm it tee to seek a writ of 
mandamus, a court ruling that world 
a government o ffic ia l B* ■ 
Reno to perform du ti es ma n dated by 
law.He says Rer» has dearly ahnked 

h, y » «* . MgB 
ff u MH after recMvmj yfl i i c mm i 
credible evidence of wrongdoing far 
the president 
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Campaign Probe attachment e 

Looked at Ickes, 


Says LaBella 

Evidence of Wrongdoing 
At White House Cited 
By Departing Official 


By Brian Dufty 

Staff Ripen* Qf Th* W au. Stmkt JouRKM. 

WASWNGTON-The departing bead of 
the Justice Department's campaign fund* 
raising investigation has to# Janet Rena 
that be developed evidence of wrongdoing 
to senior officials of tbe White House and 
the Democratic National Committee. 

Charles LaBeQa's finding*, presented 
in a lengthy memorandum to Ms. Reno. to- 
on sharply on the fund-raising efforts of 
Harold Idas, the former deputy White 
House chief of suit They tonn the bub of 
Ur. LaBells’s recommendation that Ms. 
Reno seek tbe appointment of an Indepen- 
dent counseL 

"It’s not exacfy that we presented her 
with a smoking gun." a aenior government 
official said. "But we showed her signifi- 
cant thread* of evidence that went right 
into the White Bouse and to the upper lev- 
els of tbe DHC." 

Mr. Ickes. who couldn't toroediatetybe 
reached for comment, has conrirten tfr de- 
nted any improper fund-raising activity. 
The While Hom dectinad *o comment. 

Mr. has Obtained tbe coapera- 
tkm of one Democratic fundraiser, 
Johnny Cheat, who has provided «l* 
deuce that top DHC officials knowingly 
eoBcIted and accepted improper donations 

ttomey General 
Reno has rehieed to 
geek an outside counsel, 
though a senior adviser 
says she is considering 
means that would allow 
her to do so. 

tarn Urn. Mr. LaMa’i presrouaw ire 
ntntuua, wttb teen wba hm pro- 
vided totomatta ate* atator White 
Home emditr rote to tute-iafctaf «fr 
fat* to MS ate UK. 

Mr. UMb it to tetay ate* hb Ate- 
top htim a Manat pad toamrwr, 
ataa «ttt late rroeh. Anew at the 
Pteeral Banaa of toveteptte. to a acp- 
ante mm urate— prtparod tor to. 
Rate ton year, Mr. Fnah ate ariute tor 
anaeMflHai d aa ii yMi. 
itetaftet dace proaec a ttw had rubpoe- 
naed telephone records of President CliB- 
ton and Vice P resid en t Gore, they al- 
ready bad begun an Investigation of the 
two top of fidals covered by the special- 

MMiflllflf llff. 

Ms. Reno has refused to seek aa outside 
counsd. though a senior adviser says she 
to conrideriag meus that would allow her 
to do so. 




Interviews witn senior government offi- 
dab present i picture at sharp variance 
with the image of the inquiry that Ms. 
Reno has sought to portray. The attorney 
general appointed Mr. LaBella to the fund- 
raising task force after complaints by the 
FBI and seajor Justice Department offi- 
eUblbat it had stalled. 

Since then. Ms. Reno has repeatedly 
JoMlwJtop^ SfeLfeweti 

her dedsioo not to seek an independent 
counsel on the advice of career Justice De- 
partment attorneys. But Mr. LaBella. her 
top attorney and a career federal prosecu- 
tor, was frequently excluded from meet- 
tags concerning the appointment wtth Ms. 
Reno and other Justice Department execu- 
tim. several officials satt. 

A senior Justice Department official, 
speaking on behalf of Attorney General 
Reno, challenged that characterization 
but said he couldn't rule out that Ms. Reno 
had discussed the fund-rataiftf inquiry 
outside of Nr. LaBeDa's presence. 

Ms. Reno veiled heavily on advice. 
Iran attorneys assigned to the criminal 
dMstart pehttc-totegrtty section who 
spedaliae to etoction-taw rioiations and 
the todependeM counsel law. But Oiooe 
la wyer s often refined to talk wtth Mr. 
LaBefia aad seaior FBI ageats assigned 
to the inquiry, and the relationship be- 
tween the two sides was tense. Memos 
prepared by the ptibhe-integrity lawyers 
tor Ms. Reno sometimes didn't mention 
Important ert d cnce . prompting Mr. La- 
Ml to prepere Me own reports deteOInf 
a totonnation developed by the JimtSco 
tiak force. 

Oompficatiag matters further was the 
rale of Depmy Attorney Genera! Brie 
Holder. Mr. Holder played an important 
rote to Mr. LaBefla'a instaBation as head 
the task tone to September 1*7 aad to 
w id el y credited wtth revttaiiiing the probe. 
Senior officials said Mr. Holder privately 
told Mr. Freeh and other top FBI officials 
last year that he supported an independent 
counsd. But an official famttar with hto 
thtaktagsaid the comment was made in an 
offhand way. 

Mr. Holder beBms the appointment 
wouM be hdpftil because controverey over 
the campaign-finance inquiry was hurting 
morale at the Justice Department. He had 
supported aa independent counsel priarm 
and jMM aft er being named deputy mor- 
nay general. 

Tomorrow*! testimony by Messrs. 
Freeh and LaBella ttkefr wfll to c reaa e 
pressure on Ms. Reno, but die has been 
tuttamd by the prospecL Democrats have 
acc us e d Rep. Dta Burton, chairman of 
the House committee tanrestigsttef tand- 
rstotog activities, of hnproperty pressing 
Ml bkm 

But GOP Sea. Orrin Hatch of Utah 
aad Republican Rep. Henry Hyde of Oh- 
no to. the re s p ec ti ve heads of the Senate 
and House judlctaiy committees, have 
demanded copies of Mr. LaBCfta's report. 
Mk. Hatch said yesterday that Ms. 
Renal persistence in ref using to seefc an 
outride pro secu tor could eventually force 
her resignation. 
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. ATTACHMENT F 

Democrat Fund-Raise. 

Said to Detail China Tie 

PfT HOT ] * m 

\-Tfds article Is based on reporting fl/jflrbertfc, David 
Johnston and Don Van Natta and was written by Mr. Gcrth. 

WAS HIN GTON. Hey M — A Hay part of fee SIM million feat 
j wnk fu o d-raber he* told Democrab reb ed to 19M,iavcsti- 
Federal Investigators be tunneled \ setoraiegerttbeldeitBlSSoSF^ ' 
tea of thousands of dollar* from' Ms. Uu as a breakthrough In fteir 
t Chinese mUturr officer to die long search for confirmation of • * 

Democrat* during President Ctto- “China Plea." The hunt m 
tout 1896 re-electieo campaign, prompted after American totem- 
according to lawyer* andoffldato fence Interested telephone con- 
vitb knowledge of the Justice Do- venations auggeetiug that Bel- 
partmenfa eam ptUg n finance lo> . }tag considered covertly mftoeno- 
■ jja - ■ - Inf the Americas elections. 

The fundraiser. Johnny Chung. Senator Fled Thompson, Re- 

told investigator* that n large puMcan-of Tennessee and chair- 
part at tbe nearly 1100,000 be gave run of the Senate committee In- 
to Democratic causes tn the sum- veatlgatlnf c a m pa i g n fi n a n ce, . 
merof 1996 — Including $80,000 to sought evidence of the plan, tot 
the D em oc r atic National Com- Mr. Chung's account did not come 
ndttae— came from China's Peo- until the committee batted its re- 
ple*a U beradoo Army through a port this year. Tonight; the Fed- 
Ctataeee l ieutenant coland and end Bureau of - Investigation 
aerospace executive whose father briefed Senate «UH members 
wu Gen. Liu the offt- about Mr. Chung's cooperation, 

dab and tawyero said. according to officials. 

Genera) Liu was then not only , . Mr. Chung.a Southern CaUfor- 
China's top military commander nia businessman, began cooperat- 
but abo a member of the leader- tng with investigates after he 
dife of fee Communis t Party. pleaded guilty in March to cam- 
Mr. Chong said fee aerospace paiip-relnted bank and tea fraud, 
executive, Uu Chao-ytng, told Mm He b the first defendant In fee 
the source of fee money. At one Justice Department inquiry to 
fund-raiser to which Mr. Chung agree to cooperate; 
gained admission for her, ahe was It b not clear whether other 

photographed with President Chinese officials or executives 
Platon . were involved is the purported 

A special adviser to the White payments by Ms. Uu. er what her 
House counsel. Jim Kennedy, said motivation or fee. Chinese mid- 
today, "W* had no knowledge tary*s might have been.' At the 
about fee source of Mr. Chung's time. President CUntno was mak- 
money or fee background of hb tng it easier ter American cMUaa 
guesL fe hindsight It was dearly communication satellite* la he 
not appropriate for Chung to launched by Chinese rockets, a 
bring her to see the President" ■ key' issue for the Chinese army 
Mr. Chung's account, coupled and tor Mo. Ufa company, which 
wife suppoRbw docu m ent ; Mke aeOs missiles tor themMtary and 
i»«nV records, b the Brat direct also has a troubled space subsid- 
evtdefoe obtained by the Justice buy. . 

Department that elements of tbe. . The President's decision wag 
Chinese Government made illegal valuable to Ms. Lhi t teams It 
contributions to fee D e mo cra tic enabled her roug ia ny to do aoore 
Party. Under American law, for- b usine ss wife American compa- 
eign governments are prohibited nles, but it bad abo beea scu g ht 
bom contributing to political by American aerospace corpora- 


While the amount described b a 


‘Continued on Page AJI 
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ATTACHMENT H 


relo^od items 


From The Post 
Read stories on 
controversial CMC 

fiqid-faisiqfcpfytices. 

On Washington Postcom 
A four-part Washington 
Post series details the 
recent fimdj aj sinR fe nry. 

On the Web 
The Federal Election 
Commission offers an 
online guide to federal 
campaign finance law . 

The DNC recently 
announced voluntary 
restrictions on foreign 
mtributions. 

Jtot's Note: One of these links 
will take you oat of The Post's 
Web site. To return, use the Back 
button on your browser. 


Go to Todays Top News 
Go to National Section 


Chinese Embassy Role in Fund-Raising Probed 

By Bob Woodward and Brim Duffy 
Washington Post Staff Writers 
Thursday, February 13, 1997; Page A01 

A Justice Department investigation into improper political fund-raising activities has 
uncovered evidence that representatives of the People's Republic of China sought to 
direct contributions from foreign sources to the Democratic National Committee before 
(he 1996 presidential campaign, officials familiar with the inquiry said. 

Sensitive intelligence information shows that the Chinese Embassy on Connecticut 
Avenue NW here was used for planning contributions to the DNC, the sources said. 
Some information was obtained through electronic eavesdropping conducted by federal 
agencies. , 

The information gives the Justice Department inquiry what is known as a foreign 
counterintelligence component, elevating the seriousness of the fund-raising 
controversy, according to some officials. 

The sources declined to provide details about the scope of the evidence relating to the 
alleged efforts by the Chinese representatives. They also declined to specify what 
foreign contributions might have been involved, but (hey said the new evidence now 
being scrutinized in the inquiry is serious. 

A Chinese Embassy spokesman denied yesterday that his government had anything to 
do with improper efforts to influence the administration. "We have done nothing of that 
sort,” the spokesman said. 

White House press secretary Michael McCuny said yesterday that "to the best of my 
knowledge, no one here had any knowledge of’ the allegations concerning the Chinese. 
He said & White House would have no further comment 


Go to Home _ag c Th e evidence relating to the Chinese government led Justice Department lawyers and 

FBI executives to increase the number of FBI special agents working on a special 
investigative task force from a handful to 25, including several specialists in foreign 
counterintelligence investigations, sources said. Laura Ingersoll, a Justice Department 
attorney assigned a leading role on the fund-raising task force, has security clearances to 
investigate a variety of sensitive intelligence matters, officials said. 


The new dimension to the fund-raising investigation could result in Attorney General 
Janet Reno eventually recommending that the matter be turned over to an independent 
counsel, according to one well-placed source. Reno so far has declined requests for an 
independent counsel, saying that the Justice Department task force can conduct a foil 
and independent inquiry and that there is no specific and credible allegation of 
wrongdoing against any of the senior executive branch officials covered by foe 
Independent Counsel Act Such a finding would have to be made by the Justice 
Department task force before Reno could recommend appointment of an independent 
counsel. 


Washington and Beijing have been at odds over human rights and trade issues, but the 
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WashinftonPosLcoou Natural News 


kupi/ww.wuhingimxraUoa^^ jura 


Clinton White House has been seeking recently to improve relations. Secretary of State 
Madeleine K. Albright is traveling to Beijing later this month, and President Clinton 
announced in his State of die Union message that he also would visit He has extended 
an invitation to Chinese President Jiang Zesnm to come to Washington. 

The Chinese effort to win influence with the Clinton administration can be traced to 
1993, one source said. During the Reagan and Bush administrations, the Chinese 
government felt comfortable dealing with Washington. During the 1992 presidential 
campaign, authorities m Bering spoke openly about wanting Bush to win rcelectkm 
because he was an "old friend" of China. Clinton had criticized the Bush administration 
during the campaign for "coddling" Bei}lHg««l^ivmgChina most-favored-nation trade r 
status after the 1 989 crackdown in Tiananmen Square. 


After Clinton defeated Bush, Chinese officials were uncertain about bow to deal with 
thesewadministratiai, officials said, even though as president, Clinton essentially 
adopted die Bush policy toward Beijing. The Chinese Foreign Ministry has long urged 
the leadership in Beytqg to increase its lobbying efforts in Washington, arguing that 
China has lagged behind Taiwan and Israel m trying to influence U.S. policy. 


Some investigators suspected a Chinese connection to the cunent find-raising sea 
because several DNC contributors and nugor fund-raisers had ties to Beijing. Laat 
February, Charles Yah Lin Trie, a fimd-mscr for die D emo cratic National Committee, 


Wang also heads a pro m i ne n t , state-owned i n vest m e nt conglomerate. Clinton has since 
said he should not have met with Wang, and $640,000 in checks that Trie delivered to 
president's legal defense food has been returned because of questions about the source 
of die finds. 


Another reason investigators suspect a Chinese connection was the role of John 
Huang, a former Commerce Department official and DNC fund-raiser now at the center 
of the campaign controversy. An American citizen born in China and raised in Taiwan, 
Huang has said he now has no friends or relatives in China. But Huang is a former 
executive of the Lippo Group, a highly profitable Indonesian conglomerate owned by 
the Riady family, who are ethnic Chinese. Lippo has extensive interests in China, 
including approval to build a power plant in Fujian Province, Huang's place ofbirth. 


In 1993, Lippo sold 50 percent of its holdings in one of its banksj Hong Kong Chinese 
Bank - where Huang was a vice president in the mid-1980s - to a corporation ran by 
the Chinese government. 

Huang was not the only Lippo executive to getajob with the Clinton adm inis tra ti on. la 
December 1994, US. Trade Representative Mictey Kastor haned Lippo 1 * president of 
securities, Charles De Queljoe, to the Investment and Services Advisoty Committee. 
Huang had sought jobs at the State Department and the National Security Council staff 
for De Queljoe, a big Democratic giver, in an early 1993 letter to the White House. 


Last month. Rep. Gerald BN. Solomon fR-N.Y.), chairman of die House Rules 
Committee, asked FBI Director Louis J. Freeh to investigate Huang and die Lippo 
Group, with an eye to "potential economic espionage against the United States by a 
foreign corporation having direct ties to the People's Republic of China." 


Solomon said then that he was concerned about Huang's access to intelligence 
information and dozens of calls Huang made from Commerce to the Uppo Group. He 
also asked Freeh to investigate apparent discrepancies in the birth date listed on Huang's 
visa application .farms and his government employment farms. 
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Huang was employed at Lippo for nine yens before he joined the Commerce 
Department as deputy assistant secretary for international economic policy. His 
severance package from Lippo totaled $788,750. 

Huang was given a top-secret clearance at Commerce after what Republicans have 

background inve^ga^nw^^^^ toWs^ttote in the United States^ecause he 
bad lived here for more than five years. Co mm erce officials now say they wish a 
foreign background check had been done, even though it was not required. 

Irrprqparatioo for his job at Commerce, Huang received an interim security clearance 
while he was still working at Lippo. But Commerce Department officials said thst did 
not entitle him to see any classified information, and they maintain be saw none. 
Because of a bureaucratic error, the officials said, Hoang retained his top-secret 
clearance after he left the Commerce Department to become a DNC vice chairman in 
December 1995. 


Owing his 18 mouths at Commerce^ Huang was scheduled to attend 37 intelligence 
briefings, including briefings ou China, and saw more than two dozen intelligence 
reports. 

From his Commerce Department office, Huang made mocethtar 70 phone calls to a -- 
LippOHcontroDed bank m Los Angeles. The calls are now being scrutinized by die 
Justice Department task force. 

Huang's message slips from the Co mm er ce Department also show a call from one 
Chinese Embassy official in February 1995 and three calls from the embassy** 
commercial minuter in June and August of that year. 


According to Huang's Commerce Department desk calendar entries, obtained by The 
Washington Post, he had three meetings scheduled with Chinese government officials. 
He wax slated to go on a U.S. government-sponsored trip to China in June 1995 that 
was canceled. He attended a policy breakfast at the Chinese Embassy m October 1995 
and a dinner there the same month, his calendar shows. 


One of the many unexplained records from Huang's files shows an unusual travel 
pattern in the fall of 1995. His expense account records show he left his Commerce 
Department office to visit the Indonesian Embassy on Massachusetts Avenue NW on 
Oct 1 1, claiming a $5 reimbursement for taxicab fore. The expense records indicate 
Huang did not return to his office at Commerce until the following day - when be took 
another $5 cab ride, not from the Indonesian Embassy but* according to his records, 
from the "residence of the Chinese ambassador. 1 * 


Staff writers Susan Schmidt, Sharon LaFraniere and Lena H. Sms; special correspondent 
Aime Fanis and res earc h assistant Jeff Glasser contributed to this report. 


C Copyright 1997 The Washington Post Company 


Back to the too 
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ATTACHMENT! 


FBI Had Overlooked Key Files 
In Probe of Chinese Influence 


'By Bob Woodward ’ 
Uf 

The FBI has acknowledged over- 
looking key intelligence information 
gathered as far back as 1991 that 
investigators believe shows further 
Chinese government efforts to buy 
political influence in the United 
States, senior U.S. government 
sources said yesterday. 

Attorney General Janet Reno 
learned of the new evidence on the 
night of Nov. 5. A senior Justice 
Department official said Reno was. 
•livid'* at the FBI foul-up and two 
days later apologised to Sen. Fred D. 
Thompson (R-Tenn.) for failing to 
disclose infannathw that was ger- 


mane to Senate bearings into cam- 
paign fund-raising abuses. Thomp- 
son had suspended his committee*! 
hearings Oct 31. 

FBI Director Louis J. Freeh, who 
also apologized to Thompson, fasts 
replaced foe senior FBI official over- 
seeing foe bureau's investigation in- 
to suspected Chinese influence buy- 
ing, officials said. 

The newly discovered intelli- 
gence. much of it culled from elec- 
tronic surveillance conducted by the 
FBI and other US. agencies over foe 
past six years, includes evidence of 
foe magnitude and means by which 
Bering hoped to influence U.S. elec- 
tions, several officials said. The evi- 
dence also shows links between foe 


a Attorney general extendi probe of Interior Secretary Babbitt Fag rA32 


CWnwe government and several 
US citizens, including a Democratic 
fund-raiser in Los Angeles whom 
several officials characterize as an 
“agent* for foe Chinese. Officials 
woaki not provide details of the 
highly classified intelligence. 

These developments come only 
two months after Reno, vowing *to 
make sure that no stone is left un- 
turned." ordered a major Justice 
Department shake-up aad replaced 

foe bead of a department task force 

looking into campaign finance viola- 
tions. The continuing series of Jus- 
tice missteps demonstrates •remark- 
able incompetence* one senior 
government official said, and is like- 
ly to increase Republican pressure 
on Reno to seek foe appointment of 
Se«FBI,Al9,C«L 1 
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U.$. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney Genera) Washington, D.C. 20530 


August 6, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in further response to your letter of July 8, 1999, and in partial response to your 
letter of August 3, 1999. Your letters requested that the Department provide to you DEA 
documents relating to Orlando Castro Llanes, Charles Intriago, and information about DEA 
policies regarding confidential sources. On June 21, we provided the Committee documents that 
are responsive to die Orlando Castro Llanes and Charles Intriago matters. 

We regret that the material we previously provided about NADDIS did not meet the 
Committee’s needs. This is one reason that we invited Committee staff to meet with DEA 
representatives on July 13 and provided the staff with access to NADDIS materials. As DEA 
representatives explained, NADDIS is used as a pointer system of unverified intelligence, not 
evidence. During the meeting. Committee staff also were provided with a copy of die June 9, 
1992 Declaration of former DEA Administrator Robert C. Bonner, which we thought would be 
helpful in explaining the NADDIS system. Also, there is a system to track access to NADDIS. 

DEA has provided the following information in response to your particular questions 
about DEA policies: 

1. Under whit circumstances can the identity of a confidential informant be disclosed to a 
news media organization? 

Absent a written waiver from a Confidential Source (CS), DEA policy is that his/her 
identity will not be released. Even when refusal to identify a CS at trial jeopardizes a significant 
investigation, DEA can recommend dismissal of the case to avoid disclosure (Agents Manual 
6612.34). Justice Department regulations (28 CFR 16.26) prohibit disclosure of the identity of a 
confidential source by an agency unless the Deputy Attorney General specifically approves such 
a disclosure after determining that the administration of justice requires disclosure, or the CS 
waives confidentiality and authorizes disclosure. 
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Z Under what circumstances may the Identity of a confidential informant be released to 
non-law enforcement representatives of a foreign government? 

DEA Policy does not make exception for release of the identity of a CS to non-law 
enforcement representatives of a foreign government (this is the same answer as in question #1). 

3. Assuming there is n DEA policy regarding the release of information covered by 
Questions 1 and 2, does the same poiky apply to past and present sources of information? 

DEA’s policy does not distinguish between past and present CS’s, and does not release 
information concerning the identity of past or presort CS’s without a waiver. 

4. What is the policy for confirming and denying the existence of an ongoing investigation 
to the public? 

DEA’s policy, as a general rule, is that the existence of an ongoing investigation is neither 
confirmed nor denied. However, under certain unique circumstances, when the public interest in 
the operations of foe government outweigh the potential for foe compromise of an investigation 
or protections under the Privacy Act, DEA may make a disclosure. However, this is done within 
the constraints of Department of Justice Guidelines (29 CFR 50.2). 

5a. Does the policy covered by question 4 differ if the investigation is closed? 

Closed investigations do not get as much protection under the Freedom of Information 
(FOI) Act 5 USC 552. It is therefore possible font more information would be released if an FOI 
request is made regarding a dosed investigative file. However, this would not apply to foe 
release of foe identity of subjects, suspects, or other persons identified in the file, as protected by 
the Privacy Act. 

5b. Does it differ if the investigation is not active? 

DEA does not make a distinction between active and non-active investigations for the 
purpose of releasing investigative information. 

6. What is the policy on allowing DEA employees to testify in civil proceedings in State or 
Federal court relating to their work as a DEA agent? 

In federal or state cases in which the United States is not a party, DEA employees are not 
permitted to disclose DEA information without prior approval of a DOJ official, in accordance 
with the provisions in 28 CFR 16.21-29. 



The Honorable Dan Burton 
Page 3 

1 hope that this information is helpful. Please feel free to contact us if we can be of any 
further assistance on this matter. 


Sincerely, 

Jon P. Jennings 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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August 10, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: SentgncipgLof John Huang and Charlie Trie 

Dear General Reno: 

As you know, on July 15, 1999, 1 wrote to U.S. District Court Judge Richard A. 
Paez and U.S. District Court Judge George Howard, Jr., the sentencing judges for John 
Huang and Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie, requesting a delay in the sentencing for Mr. Huang 
and Mr. Trie. At the same time, I wrote to you and requested that the Justice Department 
work with this Committee to obtain the testimony of Huang and Trie prior to sentencing. 
Since that time, both Judge Paez and Judge Howard have ordered delays in the 
sentencing proceedings. However, it appears that the Committee is not going to obtain 
any cooperation from the Justice Department Justice Department staff have made it 
clear that they do not intend to ask either Huang or Trie to cooperate with the 
Committee’s investigation, and will block any efforts by the Committee to obtain 
testimony from Huang or Trie prior to sentencing. The position enunciated by your staff 
fails to recognize the importance of Congress’ oversight responsibilities, and I bope that 
once you are fully informed of the facts, you will reverse the position taken by your staff. 

I am obviously very disappointed with the Department’s decision. Mr. Huang's 
plea agreement requires him to “cooperate fully . . . with the United States, the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation (“FBI”) and, as directed by the United States, with any other 
federal, state or local government agency” by, among other ways, “attendfing] all 
meetings, interviews, grand jury sessions, trials and any other proceedings at which your 
presence is requested by this Office.” Mr. Trie’s plea agreement requires him to “fully 
cooperate with the United States,” by, among other ways, “be[ing] available for interview 
upon reasonable request” As I have explained in previous correspondence, the 
Department should use its authority under the plea agreements to require Huang and Trie 
to cooperate with the Committee. If Huang or Trie refuse to do so, the Department could 
request the defendants’ sentencing judges to take this lack of cooperation into account 
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The Department has decided not to request that either Huang or Trie cooperate 
with Congress, despite the fact that the Committee has been conducting an active 
investigation of both defendants for over two years, and has frequently assisted the 
Department’s investigation, providing valuable leads and even criminal referrals to the 
Department This failure to cooperate with the Committee shows an alarming disregard 
for the Constitutional prerogatives of the Congress to conduct oversight. In discussing 
Congressional oversight authority, the Supreme Court has recognized that “[tjbe scope of 
its power of inquiry ... is as penetrating and far reaching as the potential power to enact 
and appropriate under the Constitution.” Eastland v. United States Servicemen’s Fund. 
421 VS. 491, 504 0.15(1975). In Watkins v. United States, the Court held that “ftlhe 
power of Congress to conduct investigations is inherent in the legislative process. That 
power is broad. It encompasses inquiries concerning the administration of existing laws 
as well as proposed or possibly needed statutes.” 354 U.S. 178, 187 (1957). Despite the 
importance of Congress’ oversight responsibility, the Department has decided not to ask 
Huang or Trie to cooperate with the Committee prior to his sentencing. 

Most surprisingly, the Justice Department has failed to specify any caselaw or 
sound legal principles that support its decision. The likely reason for this failure is that 
no proper legal argument can be raised. The best that your staff could do was to raise 
two vague and condusoiy arguments. First, they claimed that if you acceded to my 
request, many Congressional committees would want the Department’s future 
cooperation in obtaining testimony prior to sentencing. Even assuming this speculation 
to be correct, there are several important reasons why the Department should assist this 
Congressional investigation in particular. First, the issue of improper foreign influence 
an American elections is a matter of the utmost national importance. Second, the 
Department’s handling of this matter has led independent, non-partisan observers to call 
for Congressional, intervention. As one such observer recognized earlier this week, “if 
there is any connection between Chinese money and cozy Clinton policy toward China, 
it’s unlikely to be discovered as Justice lets the fundraisers off and removes their 
incentive to talk.” Morton Kondrackc, “GOP Should Launch New Probe of Reno’s 
Wrist-Slaps an China,” Roll Call , August 2, 1999. While Ido not expea you to agree 
with these criticisms, I hope you would not wish to fuel them further by preventing the 
central witnesses from cooperating with Congress while they still have an incentive to 
cooperate. 

The second explanation provided by your staff is equally unconvincing. The 
chief of your Campaign Financing Task Force compared my request to requests made of 
him in New Hampshire by parties in civil litigation. This comparison is insulting. As I 
explained above. Congress has a Constitutional responsibility to conduct oversight In 
this case, the two central witnesses in the campaign fundraising investigation are refusing 
to cooperate with the Committee’s investigation, while claiming to cooperate with the 
Justice Department’s investigation. It is baffling that the Department would make these 
witnesses available to a state or local agency (as specifically contemplated by Mr. 

Huang’s plea agreement) but it will not use its authority to have these witnesses 
cooperate with Congress, and help Congress fulfill its Constitutional obligations. 


2 
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I am writing in the hope that you will reverse the unreasonable decision that has 
been made by your staff. If the Justice Department can make Mr. Huang and Mr, Trie 
available for testimony before sentencing, it will greatly assist the Committee’s 
investigation, and allow the Committee to hear honest and complete testimony from the 
two central figures in the campaign fundraising investigation. Such testimony will serve 
the Committee well in fulfilling its work of the last two years, and its Constitutional 
duties. I request you r immediate attention and response regarding this matter. 



3 Burton 
Chairman 




cc: The Honorable Richard A. Paez, United States District Judge 

The Honorable George Howard, Jr., United States District Judge 
David Vidnanzo, Esq., Supervising Attorney. Campaign Financing Task Force 
Reid Wetngarten, Esq., Counsel for Yah Lm Trie 
Ty Cobb, fisq.. Counsel for John Huang 
The Honorable Henry A. Wax man. Ranking Minority Member 


3 



1341 



US. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office «f the AeMtMft Attorney GenenU Washington, D.C 20530 

August 11, 1999 &U0 f 2 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your August 10, 1999, letter concerning the sentencing of John Huang, 
which Judge Paez has rescheduled for tomorrow, August 12. I want to clarify several 
misunderstandings suggested by your letter. 

The Department respects the importance of the Committee’s oversight responsibility. This 
is why we pushed for the earliest possible sentencing date for Mr. Huang and asked him to 
cooperate with the Committee. As discussed with your staff last week, his attorneys have 
indicated his intention to do so, consistent with his remaining rights because of the open matter 
relating to espionage and national security. They have indicated that they will work with the 
Committee as soon after foe August 12 sentencing as reasonably feasible for all parties. 

. In addition, we asked Mr. Huang’s attorneys if they would allow him to be interviewed by 
the Committee before he was sentenced. Their response was that foe interview would be 
permitted prior to sentencing only if Mr. Huang received a grant of immunity from foe 
Committee. Thereason for this is that the plea and sentencing have not yet occurred. If for some 
lesson it does not take place, or if Judge Paez were to refuse to accept it, any non-immunized 
statements made by Mr. Huang could be used directly or indirectly against him in a criminal 
prosecution. Moreover, if foe Committee were to respond to Mr. Huang’s assertion of his 
constitutional rights with a grant of immunity prior to plea and sentencing, he might then claim 
that foe government was unable to prosecute him because of the KastUnr issues a premature 
immunity grant would create. (The Department set forth its position on this problem m a 
Sentencing Memorandum filed last week in the Huang matter, which we have provided to you.) 

Tins is foe samfecourse we followed with other defendants who have testified before foe 
Committee, including Johnny Chung. The only difference between Mr. Chung and foe pre sen t 
matter is fott we have been able to make Mr. Huang available in a more expedited fesMon 
following lus plea and sentenchg. Mr. Chung pled guilty in March 1998, was sentenced in 
December 1998 and did not testify before foe Committee until May 1999. 
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In response to your concern about the limitation in the plea agreement, it may be helpful to 
note that the agreeme n t if between the defendant and the prosecutive arm of the Executive 
Branch of the United States Government This is the common and accepted practice. Indeed, for 
several reasons, it is the only wise and workable practice. Numerous unintended and undesirable 
consequences would flow from the view that the term “United States’* as used in a plea agreement 
connotes more than the prosecutive arm of the Executive Branch. For instance, if the term 
“United States” were construed to include the Legislative Branch in this context, a defendant 
would have a due process right to compel Congress to search its files and disclose potentially 
exculpatory or mitigating material pertaining to him or her (see Bradvv. Maryland. 373 U.S. 83 
(1963)), or material useful in impeaching the government’s witnesses (see Giglio v. Unites States. 
405 U.S. 150(1972)). 

In a related vein, I would like to respond to your statement that the Chief of the Campaign 
Finance Task Force compared your request to a request by parties in civil litigation. The context 
of the attorney’s statement was that he was personally unfamiliar with an attempt by a 
congressional committee to ask the prosecutive arm of the Executive Branch to force a citizen to 
testify before Congress as part of a plea agreement in the criminal judicial process. He stated that 
the closest analogy he could think of was a situation, not uncommon, in which a corporation 
requests that the prosecution force a defendant to assist the corporation in the corporation’s civil 
litigation, a request that is routinely rebuffed by prosecutors as a misuse of the prosecutive 
function in the criminal justice system. The point was made that plea agreements should be 
limited to requiring cooperation with law enforcement agencies for law enforcement purposes. 

Any other practice might open the door to directing the considerable powers of 
prosecution toward means and ends beyond law enforcement within the criminal justice system. 

In feet, we are unaware of any instance in the past in which a defendant was required by the 
Department of Justice to testify before the Legislative Branch as a condition of a plea agreement 

Finally, you suggest that if Mr. Huang testifies after the prosecution is completed, you will 
not receive “honest and complete testimony We would caution the Committee against 
prejudging Mr. Huang’s testimony. Mr. Huang’s testimony presumably will be public and under 
oath, subject to the laws against perjury just as with every witness, and the terms of his probation, 
if the Court imposes it tomorrow, include a duty to obey all laws. Accordingly, besides the threat 
of the false statement laws, Mr. Huang also has the added incentive to avoid violating his 
probation, which would send him back before the judge to face a term of incarceration. These are 
the same terms under which Johnny Chung testified before your Committee last May. 
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I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would 
like additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 


Sincerely, 

Jon P. Jennings 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C. 20530 

August 18, 1999 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to the Committee’s subpoena, dated August 4, 1999, seeking all records 
concerning unauthorized disclosures of grand jury information relating to the Campaign Financing 
Task Force. From my discussions with Jim Wilson of your staff on August 9, 1999, 1 understand 
that the Committee has focused this request on any reports the Department has made to Chief 
Judge Johnson detailing possible Rule 6(e) disclosures. 

There are two constraints on our ability to respond in detail to your subpoena request 
First, as you know, providing the Committee with records recounting possible grand jury 
disclosures (and which themselves contain possible grand jury information) would itself be a 
potential violation of Rule 6(e). SfiS In re Grand Jury Proceedings. Mi sc. No. 98-228, 1998 
U.S.Dist LEXIS 17290 (Sept. 25, 1998). Second, because grand jury material is statutorily 
protected by Rule 6(e), any submissions that the Justice Department may have made to the Chief 
Judge about potential disclosures of grand jury information would be made under seal. 

We are, of course, anxious to comply with your subpoena request to the fullest extent 
allowable under the law. We believe we can satisfy your concerns without violating either Rule 
6(e) or the sanctity accorded a document under seal by providing you the following information: 

There have been four disclosures of material which could arguably fall within the scope of 
Rule 6(e) and which have occasioned communication between the Justice Department and the 
Chief Judge of the United States District Court for the District of Columbia (who is the presiding 
Judge on all grand jury matters in the District of Columbia). 

On two occasions, internal documents which possibly come within the scope of Rule 6(e) 
were inadvertently attached to material faxed to your Committee. The first transmission was sent 
from the FBI’s headquarters; the second was sent from the Main Justice building. In each 
instance, a request was made for return of the material. The Chief Judge was notified promptly 
once the Justice Department learned of the transmissions. 




The Chief Judge was also notified when the Department teamed that the State 
Dep artm ent** Office of Inspector General had submitted to your Committee various documents 
collected during a joint State Dcpartrncnt/Campaign Financing Task Force investigation. 

The last matter concerning a potential Rule 6(e) violation brought to the attention of the 
Chief Judge arose in a very different context. The Campaign Financing Task Force had filed a 
brief in support of a motion to compel compliance with a gravid jury subpoena. The brief, filed 
under seal, made reference to certain grand jury testimony. Chief Judge Johnson mled that the 
reference itself violated Rule 6(e) because the government had not obtained an order from the 
coon authorising reference in the brief to the grand jury material. 

I trust the information outlined above will satisfy the Committee's interests in this matter. 
Please contact me if I can be of further assistance. 


Sincerely, 




Jon P. Jennings 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranting Minority Member 
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August 26, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington. D.C. 20530 

Re: Committee Subpoena 

Dear General Reno: 

As you know, I issued a subpoena on July 29. 1999, for all records relating to the 
Justice Department's investigation of John Huang and Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie. Since that 
time, your staff has asked for guidance in narrowing the scope of that subpoena. Several 
times, my staff has informed your staff that the Department should begin its compliance 
with the subpoena by providing all FBI 302 forms, or other witness interviews from those 
two investigations. A review of the 302 forms will assist the Committee in determining 
what other records are needed as the Committee continues to conduct oversight of the 
Justice Department's handling of the investigation into illegal campaign fundraising. 

To date, Ok Committee has not received any records in response to this subpoena. 
I would hope that the closing of the Huang case would facilitate the immediate 
compliance with the portion of the subpoena that calls for records relating to Mr. Huang. 
As you know, the Committee has received a number of 302s and other similar records 
from the Justice Department in the past, and I assume that we will continue to receive 
them in die future. 

If you have any questions about this matter, please do not hesitate to contact the 
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August 31, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

I write with respect to two matters relating to the Committee’s oversight of the 
Department's campaign fundraising investigation. 

On August 27, 1999, Committee staff interviewed FBI Agent Roberta Parker. 
Agent Parker informed Committee staff that she kept personal notebooks relating to her 
work on the campaign fundraising investigation. In approximately June 1999, at the 
request of the FBI, Agent Parker provided these notebooks to an FBI agent with the 
Campaign-Fmanciag Task Force. A number of weeks later. Agent Parker asked to get 
her notebooks back so that she could prepare for her interview with the Committee. 

When she got her notebooks back, her notes from the period June 24, 1997, to July 17, 
1997, were missing. This period of time is the most important to the Committee's current 
oversight, and the notes provide corroboration for Agent Parker’s recollection. Agent 
Parker knows that the notes were complete when she provided them to the Task Force, 
and that the relevant pages were removed while in the custody of die Department or die 
FBL 


As Agent Parker has described them to the Committee, her notes are responsive to 
two different Committee subpoenas - the subpoena dated June 4, 1999, for all records 
relating to the Charlie Trie search warrant, and the broader July 29, 1999, subpoena for 
all records relating to the Trie investigation. It appears that Agent Parker’s notes have 
not been produced to the Committee in the Department’s earlier document productions. 

If they have been prodneed to the Committee, they have not been produced in any 
manner that identifies Agent Parker as their author. I hope that the Department will 
locate these records, and provide them to the Committee and Agent Parker at once. 

I also make a separate request, that two Justice Department personnel be made 
available to the Committee for interviews. During the course of the Committee’s 
oversight of die Department’s campaign fundraising investigation, a number gf questions 


have arisen regarding the supervision provided to that investigation by Laura Ingersoil 
and Lee Radek. It has now become necessary to interview Ms. Ingersoil and Mr. Radek 
about a number of matters relating to the Department’s investigation. The Committee is 
attempting to proceed in this manner expeditiously, so I would appreciate Ms. Ingersoil 
and Mr. Radek being made available to the Committee within the next week. 

Please have your staff contact the Committee’s Chief Investigative Counsel, 
James C. Wilson, to arrange a time for the interviews. 



_ 

i Burton 
Chairman 




cc: 


The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 



1349 


&u$oritp of tf)e $ou*e of fctprttfentatibe; of If* 
Congo** of ®nftd of jametfca 


2 ^ Doited States J^^tMttt of ^ Justice ^ ^ jf**^* #a JA* Bobble Janet Jteno^ 

— * * — - MiMil a J A* -S A a fin } J ^ |La — fcfc 1 ■& ^ aX.I* * * •»* - 

xos uc ncre p y wHiiinBBWf ip iwiwiiPB tiiv imnD jochbijipO *wl idp irbebdb 9Cbbbbib bwib qb 

.ThU Connime on ...SOTSOHW&.tefHCT. 

of the Home of Representative* of the United State*, of which he Boo. ...ftff.,ftS!SS... 

>•*»<•»•«»•••»»«••••••••*•«*••••«• 0 cJuanwn, fjy piodKifl^ uch mi J^qqji ..2157. of the 

.Rsxburn. Bttildn« — . ktterity of Washington, OB 

....8^ktabe&.iSo..aS99....... M the hoar of ...iifla.BW.. 

To .H?. M*rsbaj8'_ _ Stniu : 

to *erve end make return. 


Wi(neH my hind and die seal of the Home of RepraenMfos 
of tee United State*, at tee dty of WaeMngton, tins 

1?};. day of ..SWJf.Wfc??; 19.?.?.... 




1350 




Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Committee on Government Reform 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Budding 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Department of Justice 

Serve: The Honorable Janet Reno 

Attorney General 

Department of Justice 

10th and Constitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 


The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs that indicate each 
record's Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, please 
contact Senior Counsel Kristi Remington at (202) 225-5074. 

Definitions and Instructions 

1. For the purposes of this subpoena, the word “record' 7 or “records” shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, contracts, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, 
documents, electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, 
messages, minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press 
releases, recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, 
talking points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or 
evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other 
machine readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. “Record” or "records” shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

2. For purposes of this subpoena, the terms “refer” or “relate” and “concerning” as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 
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3. This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have 
put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the subpoena includes all documents to the present 

4. The conjunctions “or** and “and” arc to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

5. No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

6. If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

7. When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by date, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

8. This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

9. Please provide a printed and, where possible, an electronic version of records. 
Electronic information may be stored on 3V£ inch diskettes in ASCII format. In addition, please 
provide the Committee’s Minority staff with an identical copy of all records provided. 

10. For purposes of this subpoena, the Department of Justice shall include the Office of 
the Pardon Attorney and the Bureau of Prisons. 

11. For purposes of this subpoena “White House” refers to any and all employees, 
representatives, officers, contractors, volunteers, interns, agents and/or consultants, whether paid 
or unpaid, of the Executive Office of the President; the President; the Vice-President and his 
office; the First Lady and her office; the Office of National Security Affairs; the National 
Security Council; and any individual in the executive branch assigned to, or working at the 
White House, regardless of designation describing their service at the White House. 
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Subpoenaed Items 
Please provide the Committee with the following: 

1. All records relating to the August 1 1, 1999, Executive Grant of Clemency or 
remittance of fines for the following individuals: 

a. Elizam Escobar 

b. Ricardo Jimenez 

c. Adolfo Matos 

d. Dylcia Nocmi Pagan 

e. Alicia Rodriguez 

f. Ida Luz Rodriguez 

g. Luis Rosa 

h. Carmen Valentin 

i. Alberto Rodriguez 

j. Alejandrina Torres 

k. Edwin Cortes 

l. Oscar Lopez-Rivera 

hl Juan Enrique Segarra-Pahner 
n. Antonio Camacho-Negron 
a Roberto Maldon&do-Rivera 
p. Nonnan Ramirez-Talavera 

2. All records provided by the Bureau of Prisons to the Office of the Pardon Attorney, or 
any other office within the Department of Justice, relating to the individuals named in 
la - lp. 


3. All records provided by the Justice Department to the White House relating to the 
individuals named in la - lp, including, but not limited to, any recommendations or 
reports on clemency. 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Serve: Director Louis Freeh 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20535 . 


Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, die 
Committee on Government Reform hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs/which 
indicate each record’s Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any 
questions, please contact Senior Investigative Counsel Marc Chretien at (202) 225-5074. 

I Definitions and Instructions 


(1) Far the purposes of this subpoena, the word “record” or “records” shall include, but 
•shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether 
written, typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, 
filmed, graphically portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, 
and includes, but is not limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, 
photograph, or video or audio recording, produced or stored in any fashion, including 
any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, announcements, appointment books, 
briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, computer disks, cover sheets 
or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer printouts, computer 
tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, electronic 
mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press 
releases, recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, 
summaries, talking points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message 
slips, records or evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, 
telexes, transcripts, or any other machine readable material of any sort whether 
prepared by current or former employees, agents, consultants or by any non-employee 
without limitation. “Record” or “records* shall also include all other records, 
documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 
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(2) For ptnposes of this subpoena, the terms “refer'’ or “relate” and “comranirig" as to 
any given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, 
mentions, deal s with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subj ect, 
including but not limited to records concerning the prep ara tion of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of 

data and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, 
including, but not limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession 
as well as any records to which you have access, any records which were formerly in 
your possession, or which you have put in storage or anyone has put in storage on 
your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically identified, die request includes all 
documents to the present 

(4) The conjunctions “or" and "and* are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called: lor by fins subpoena shall be 

: destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccfessibfo to the 

Committee. 

(5>lfycmhawelamvidM^fitatanysubpoau^iecord,document,daracvmfimz)ation^ 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify die subpoenaed records, documents dataor 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or. 
disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to aiiy re^xmsiVe tecord, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding suchrecord, document, data or information, list each 
record, document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author 
(and if different, the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicatedor 
known circulation. Also, indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, 
document, compilation of dataor information in sufficient detail to ascertain the 
validity of the claim of privilege. 


(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of dataor 
information, not produced because it has not been located or dacovered by the return 
dale shall be provided i m me diately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

Subpoenaed Items 

Please produce to the Committee the fdlowing records relating to the 1993 siege at foe 
Branch Davhhan compound in Waco, Texas: 


2 
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1 . Any standard list of munitions or explosive devices, including tear gas, that was 
issued to the Hostage Rescue Team “HRT” in April, 1993. 

2. All records relating to munitions or explosive devices, not included in the 
standard issue, that were issued to the HRT, from any source whatsoever, during 
the siege at the Branch Davidian compound. 

3. All records relating to any munitions or explosive devices actually expended 
within one mile of the Branch Davidian compound. 

4. All records identifying personnel who fired any “military style” tear gas canisters, 
including M-651 rounds, during the siege. 

5. All records identifying personnel who fired any form of tear gas or “ferret rounds’ 
during the siege. 

6. All records identifying personnel who fired any weapons from a helicopter orany 

other aircraft within one mile of the Branch Davidian compound. : 

7. All records, excluding press briefings and press releases, relating to briefings - : 
given by the FBI relating to the siege at the Branch Davidian compound inWaco, 
Texas, including all records identifying personnel giving and receiving sifeh ... 
briefings. 

8. All records identifying the personnel involved in placing audio surveillance 
devices at the compound, both before and during the siege. 

9. All records relating to contacts between the FBI and fee White House relating to 
the siege at fee Branch Davidian compound in Waco* Texas, from April 5, 1993 
through April 20, 1993. 

10. All records relating to contacts between the FBI and the Department of Defense 
relating to the siege at the Branch Davidian compound in Waco, Texas, from 
April 5, 1993 through April 20, 1993. 

11. All records relating to infrared imagery and subsequent analysis regarding the 
siege at the Branch Davidian compound in Waco, Texas. 


3 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoeaa Dacca Tecim 
Govermc nt Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

United States Department of Justice 
Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 
Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI pfthe House of Representatives, the. . 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight hereby subpoenas certain records. Please 
provide logs which indicate each record's Bates number, author, description, and source file. If 
you have any questions, please contact Senior Investigative Counsel Marc Chretien at (202) 225- 
5074. 


Definitions and Instructions 

(1) For die purposes of this subpoena, the word “record” or “records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether 
written, typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, 
filmed, graphically portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, 
and includes, but is not limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, 
photograph, or video or audio recording, produced or stored in any fashion, including 
any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, announcements, appointment books, 
briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, computer disks, cover sheets 
or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer printouts, computer 
tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, electronic 
mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press 
releases, recordings, r ep orts ^ Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy , studies, 
summaries, talking points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message 
slips, records' or evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, 
telexes, transcripts, or any other machine readable material of any sort whether 
prepared by current or former employees, agents; consultants or by any non-employee 
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without limitation. “Record” or "records” shall also include all other records, 
documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms “refer” or “relate” and “concerning” asto 
any given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, 
mentions, deals with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, 
including hut not limited to records concerning die preparation of other records. 


(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of 
data and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, 
including, but not limited to, allwcowia which you have in your physical possession 
as well as any records to which you have access, any records which were formerly in 
your possession, or which you have put in storage or anyone has put in Stonge on 
your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically identified, the request includes all . 
documents to the present 

(4) The conjunctions "or" and 'tod” are to be read interchangeably in the maanerthat 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(3) No records, documents, data or inftmattocaiUcd for by tfajssubposnashalihe, 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwtemade inaccessible to the 
Committee 

(€) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or inloiiintfion has 
been destroyed, discarded or tost, identity the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
mfbnnatkm and provide an explanation of the destruction, d isca rd in g, loss, deposit or 
disposal 


( 7 ) When invoking a privilege as to axy responsive record, document, dtfa or iidnmMtion 
as a grotmdfbr withholding such recoid, document, data or information, list each .... 
record, document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author 
(and if different, the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or 
known circulation. Also, indicate the privilege asserted with respoct to each r ecord, 
document, compilation of data or information in sufficient detail to ascertain the 
validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is coatmumg in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
[p fi nn wtio n, not produced because it has not been located or disoovqed by the return 
date shall be provided immediately upon location or tfscovcrysubioqiKnt thereto. 


2 
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Subpoenaed Items 


I. Please produce to the Committee all records from and to the Department of 

Justice ("DOJ”) Command Center from April 10, 1993 until April 19, 1993 relating to the 
Waco standoff, including, but not limited to, written documents, local and long distance 
records, facsimiles, e-mail and any and all forms of electronic transmissions. 


II. Please produce the following to the Committee: 

a. All standard lists of munitions or explosive devices, including tear gas, that were 
issued to die Hostage Rescue Team f *HRT”) in April, 1993. 

b. All records relating to munitions or explosive devices, not included in the 

standard issue, that were issued to the HRT, from any. source whatsoever, during the siege 
at the Branch Davidian compound. . 

c. All records relating to any munitions or explosive devices actuaily expended 
within one mile of the Branch Davidian compound. . 

d. All records identifying personnel who fried any "military style” tear gas canisters, • 
including M-651 rounds, during the siege. 


e. All records identifying personnel who fired any form of tear gas or “fenet rounds * 
dining the siege. 

f. All records identifying personnel who fired any weapons froxn a helicopter or any 
other aircraft within one mile of the Branch Davidian compound. 

g. All records, excluding press briefings and press releases, relating to briefings 
given by the FBI regarding the siege at the Branch Davidian compound in Waco, Texas, 
including all records identifying personnel giving and receiving such briefings. 

h. All records identifying personnel involved in placing audio surveillance devices at 
the compound, both before and during the siege. 

i . All records rel ating to contacts between foe DO J and the White House relating to 
the siege at the Branch Davidian compound in Waco, Texas, from April 5, 1 993 through 
April 20, 1993. 


3 
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j . Ail records relating to contacts between the FBI and the Department of Defense 
relating to the siege at the Branch Davidian compound in Waco, Texas, from April 5, 

] 993 through April 20, 1993. 

k, All records relating to infrared imagery and subsequent analysis regarding the 
siege at the Branch Davidian compound in Waco, Texas. 


4 
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Faith Burton 

Office of Legislative Affairs 
De partm e nt of Justice 
Room 1603 

Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20530 

Dear Ms. Burton: 

I am writing regarding our conversation of today in wtuch we discussed the subpoena 
issued by the Committee on Government Reform to the Department of Justice on September 1 , 
1999. That subpoena requested records relating to the 16 prisonen granted cknKncy by tiie 
President on August 11,1999. I expressed the Committee’s interest in obtaining relevant 
doc u ments on an expedited basis. As lundenrtand it, the Department may raise issues reganfing 
the production of same responsive documents. However, I believe we agreed that the 
Department would make an effort to produce documents not subject to any privileges as soon as 
possible. 

I appreciate your assistance in this matter. I will contact you early next week to discuss 
the status of the subpoena. If you have any questions, please contact me at (202) 225-5074. 

Sincerely, 


S fniq r r v« » » « ii 




Kristi L. Remington 
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ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje fflntttb States 

fcotuft of fteprttftntatibaf 

COMMITTEE ON QOVERNMBTT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bmtowo 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 



S ep te mb er?, 1999 


Director Loais Freeh 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535 

Re: Requcrta Relating te the Wtw Matter 



Dear Director Freeh: 

Committee staff recently met with John Collingwood and a number of FBI staff who 
provided an initial analysis of video footage of the assault of the Branch Davidian compound in 
Waco, Texas. At die conclusion of that meeti ng, it was agreed that 1 would send a letter to yon 
requesting detailed analysis of several allegations raised in the course of the video footage. In 
addition, I have a number of questions relating to the Waco assault to which I would appreciate 
answers. 


A. Video Analytic 

Please provide a detailed analysis of the following portions of the documentary film 
reviewed by FBI staff: 

1. At counter 1:54:12, there is a segment regarding alleged gunfire from a 
helicopter into the Branch Davidian compound. Please provide an analysis of all 
footage of the helicopter, and if possible, explain whether there were any shots 
fired from the helicopter. 

2. At counter 1:59:05, there is a segment regarding alleged gunfire into the 
compound by figures that allegedly came out of an armored vehicle. Please 
provide an analysis of all FUR footage shown in this segment. 

3. At counter 2:00:20, there is a segment regarding alleged gunfire into the dftring 
area of the Branch Davidian compound from the courtyard. Please provide an 
analysis of all FUR footage shown in this segment. 

4. At counter 2:16:09, there is a segment regarding alleged gunfire into the rear of 
the gymnasium of the Branch Davidian com po u nd. Please provide an analysis of 
all FUR footage drown in this segment 
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5. At counter 2:20:39, there is a segment regarding a hole in the roof of the bunker 

structure in the Branch Davidian compound. Please provide an analysis of all 
footage of this hole, including the allegations that it was created by an explosive. 

B. Additional Questions Regarding the Waco Matter 

In addition, there are a number of other questions raised by the review of the video 
footage at the FBI headquarters. 

1. How many infrared cameras were used to take FLIR footage at Waco, and what 
platforms were they mounted on? 

2. What was the approximate altitude of the platform used to shoot the FUR 
footage in the documentary reviewed by FBI and Government Reform 
Committee staff? 

3. Were any “flash-bang” grenades used by the FBI on April 19, 1993, or at any 
other point during the siege of the Branch Davidian compound? Were they 
issued to any FBI personnel present at die compound? 

4. There is an allegation that empty shell casings were found at the “Sierra One” 
sniper position. Were empty shell casings found there? If so, what was the 
source of the shell casings? 

5. Plcme provide the names of all personnel inside of the helicopter identified as 
“Falcon 2” on the rooming of April 19, 1993. 

6. In addition, if there are any preexisting analyses of the FUR footage or other 
video footage identified in this tetter, they should be produced to the Committee 
pursuant to the Committee’s earlier subpoenas. 

I appreciate the assistance that you have provided to the Committee’s investigation. 


Please provide a response to these requests as soon as possible. If you have any questions about 



2 
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KNJAMN A GAMA/t HEW YORK 
CONST met A MORULA. HUIYUHD 


AEAH4 HOS-tEKTlNfH. FLOfltOA 
JOHN M. MCHUGH NEW TOW 
STEPHEN MORN. CALMORMA 

JOHN L MCA. aOMM 
THOMAS H0MUAVMOM* 


(mamcv.scxioch. MOMMA 


ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje iHmteb States 

House of iRtprefieutatibes 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Budding 
Washington, DC 2051 5-61 43 


TOMUNTOSuCUVOMMA 


EDOLPMUS TOWNS, MEW YORK 
PAUL E. KANXMSKL PENWVLVAMA 
PATSY T. MHK.HAVMN 
CAROLYN* MALONEY. N8W YORK 


noo r. SLAOQjcvicn lum» 
OAfMY K. OAV4 KJJNOM 
MmT TIERNEY. MASSACHUSETTS 


THOMAS H. ALUM. MAM 
HAROLD EKWD.JA.. TENNESSEE 
JAMCEO 8CHM0WSKY.IU.W0e 


September?, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Grant of Immunity for John Huang 

Dear General Reno: 

I am writing to formally request your opinion on a grant of immunity by the 
Committee on Government Reform to John Huang. 

As you know, the Committee and the American people have waited for a long 
time to hear testimony from Mr. Huang. When subpoenaed by this Committee in 1997, 
Mr. Huang invoked Ms Fifth Amendment rights. More recently, in 1999, Mr. Huang 
began cooperating with the Justice Department’s campaign fundraising investigation. In 
August, Mr. Huang entered a guilty plea, and received a sentence of probation from 
Judge Richard Paez. As you know, 1 attempted to delay Mr. Huang’s sentencing because 
I believed that once he was sentenced, Mr. Huang would be less likely to cooperate with 
the Committee’s investigation. You resisted my repeated requests, insisting that 
sentracing would not affect Huang’s cooperation with the Committee. You also claimed 
that as soon as Huang was sentenced, you would help the Committee obtain testimony 
from Mr. Huang. 

In a letter dated July 29, 1999, Acting Assistant Attorney General Jon Jennings 
wrote that *‘[a}t the time when immunity would no longer threaten substantial harm to the 
criminal investigation, the Department will withdraw our objection to the Committee 
seeking a grant of immunity for Trie and Huang.” In a filing dated August 4, 1999, 
Justice Department lawyers told Judge Paez that: 

[ajfter defendant Huang has been sentenced, the United States will request 
defendant Huang’s attendance at Committee bearings. Moreover, 
defendant Huang has represented to the government that he will agree to 
testify before the Committee at that time. However, since defendant 
Huang’s plea agreement leaves open the possibility of subsequent 
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prosecutions for violations of espionage and national security statutes, he 
will obviously retain a Fifth Amendment tight with respect to questions in 
this area, even after his guilty plea and sentencing. 

Most recently, in a letter dated August 1 1 , 1999, Acting Assistant Attorney General 
Jennings stated that: 

(tjhe Department respects die importance of the Committee's oversight 
responsibility. This is why we pushed for the earliest possible sentencing 
date for Mr. Huang and asked turn to cooperate with the Committee. As 
discussed with your staff last week, his attorneys have indicated his 
intention to do so, consistent with his remaining rights because of the open 
matter relating to espionage and national security. They have indicated 
that they will work with the Committee as soon after the August 12 
sentencing as reasonably feasible for all parties. 

Mr. Huang has been sentenced by Judge Paez, and his case is now closed. Given 
these repeated assurances from the Justice Department, it is reasonable to expect that the 
Justice De par t m e n t will now make every effort to assist the Committee in obtaining a 
grant of immunity for Mr. Huang, in an effort to bring Mr. Huang's testimony to the 
public as soon as possible, the Committee is scheduling a voce on this matter for 
Thursday, September 16. Therefore, please respond to this request by September 10, 
1999. 


In addition to requesting the Justice Department's opinion on a grant of immunity 
to Mr. Huang, this letter serves as formal notice under 18 U.S.C. § 6005(b)(3) that the 
Committee may proceed to request such an order for Mr. Hoang. In addition, this letter 
serves as a request that the Department of Justice waive its rights under 18 U.S.C. { 
6005(c) to request a deferral of the district court's order granting immunity to Mr. Huang. 


Please have your staff contact the Committee’s Chief Counsel, Janies C. Wilson, 
at (202) 225-5074, if yon have any questions or need any additional information about 

this matter 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 

All Members, Committee on Government Reform 





ONE HUMMED SKIM CONGRESS 

Congress of tfjc ®mteb States 

IjKntfe ot Jltprattntatibtf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bukjxnq 
Washmqton, DC 2061 5-6143 



September8, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 

Attorney General 

Department of Justice 

10th and Constitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear Attorney General Reno: 


As you are aware, on September 1 , 1999, die Committee on Government Reform issued a 
subpoena U) the Department of Justice for records relating to the August 11, 1999 executive grant 
of clemency to 16 individuals. Although the Committee, as a matter of courtesy, allowed two 
weeks for the production of materials, my staff contacted the Office of Legislative Affairs to 
request that any responsive materials be produced on an expedited basis. Your staff agreed that 
the Department would make an effort to produce documents not subject to any privileges as soon 
as possible. 

hi an effect to set a date certain, I request that you produce responsive documcits by 
Friday, September 10, 1999. If the Department plaas on claiming any privileges, please infam 
the Committee by that dale. 


T 


ONE HUMORED SIXTH CONGRESS 


JOHN Lwn. ROMM 
THOMAS H OAVM M. WHOM* 
tMWO M. MdWTtMM. MOMMA 
MARK C. KXJOC*. MOMMA 


CICVfN C. UTOUMTTL OHO 


eoaMta.aeoflcu 
DAM MU^R. FLOMOI 
MAHUTCHMKM.M 


Congretf* of tfje United States 

$ou*t of JReprrtentatibKf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMBTT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bumxhnq 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 


September 9, 1999 

The Honorable Louis J. Freeh 
Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigations 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535-0001 

Dear Director Freeh, 

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, the 
Committee on Government Refrain and Oversight is conducting an inquiry into the August 1 1, 
1999, executive grant of clemency to 16 individuals. My staff has been in contact wife your 
Office of Congressional Affairs regarding relevant records fee FBI may have in its possession. 
However, I would like to make a formal request for relevant materials for fee record. Therefore, 
fee Committee hereby requests feat you produce the following records: 

1. All recommendations relating to grants of clemency for fee following individuals: 

a. Elizam Escobar 

b. Ricardo Jimenez 

c. Adolfo Matos 

d. DylciaNoemi Pagan 

e. Alicia Rodriguez 

f. Ida Loz Rodriguez 

g. Luis Rosa 

h. Carmen Valentin 

i. Alberto Rodriguez 

j. Alejandrina Torres 

k. Edwin Cortes 

L Oscar Lopez-Rivera 

m. Juan Enrique Segarra-Palmer 

n. Antonio Camacbo-Negron 

o. Roberto Maldonado-Rivera 

p. Norman Ramirez-Talavera 


2. All reports or analysis of FALN activities in the United States or Puerto Rico. 


Please produce any responsive documents by Friday, September 10, 1999. Iftbe 
Department of Justice prohibits you from producing any such documents, please notify me 
immediately. If you have any questions, please contact me or have your staff contact Seniof 
Counsel Kristi L. Remington. Thank you for your assistance in this matter. 



cc: The Honorable Heniy A. Waxman 
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ONE HUNDRED SOOHCONQRESS 


STEVBIC.UTOUNmC.awO 


Congress of fye Utriteb States 

$otufe of &tpnttntalAi(S 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Blmlmnq 
Washington, DC 20615-6143 


September 10, 1999 

Jon Jennings 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 

Legislative Affairs 

Department of Justice 

10th and Constitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Jon: 

I write to memorialize our conversation of today . The Committee would like a 
r epre sen tative of the Department of Justice to brief Committee staff on the general process of 
requesting and granting clemency. We would like to know the roles of the Pardon Attorney, 
Department of Justice, Offices of the U.S. Attorney, Bureau of Prisons, Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, the White House, as well as any other agency or individuals involved, hi addition, 
we would like to be briefed on the process by which the 16 individuals granted clemency on 
August 11, 1999, requested and received clemency. 



tC. Wilson 
Counsel 
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OMEHUNOMD SKIM COfcQfiCK 

Congretferof tl)e®mteb &tatt* 

ffmtsst ot lUjutifuiuraMS 
COMMVTTGE ON COVETMMBIT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Once Buudmq 
Washington. DC 20515-SI 43 

■« * f BWNMM 


September 10, 1999 


'V&xgsaftgssr 



The Hooorahle Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re MpWM^PwWBCTftRdWintfrWlCT 
Dear General Reno: 

On September 1, 1999, 1 issued a subpoena for a number 6f Justice Department 
documents relating to the Waco matter. Yesterday, tbe Justice Department produced tile 
first set of documents responsive to tbe subpoena. One of file documents jn that 
production raises serious new questions regarding the Departments mishandling of the 
Waco matter. 

Tbe Department has produced to the Committee a September 2, 1999, metoo from 
James 6. Touhey. Jr., an attorney in tbe Dep ar tm en ts Torts Bifcnch, to Jeffrey Axefrad, 
the Director of the Torts Branch. In die memo, Mr. Touhey indicates that he bad 
renewed a 49-page FBI Laboratory Report and discovered that it mentioned a “fired U.S. 
Military 40mm shell casing which originally contained a CS gas round.” Mr. Toohey, 
and a colleague at the Torts Branch, Marie Hagen, then determined that the Justice 
Department possessed multiple copies of the memo, most of which contained all 49 
pages. Mr. Toohey then determined, though, that fbur copies of the document, including 
the one produced to Congress, did not have the last page of tbe report, which happened to 
be the one page mentioning the spempyrotechmc round. The memo concludes that 
appears that the page on which mention is made of a shell casing for a military CS round 
aid the expended tear gas projectiles was not produced to Congress." 

1 am, of course, alarmed by this development It is difficult for me to believe that 
the Department had multiple copies of a document, prodocedooly ooe copy of the 
document to Congress, and then managed to lose the one critical page of tbe document 
mentioning tbe use of pyrotechnic tear gas. Had page 49 of the FBI report been prodooed 
to Confess when it was originally requested yean ago, it would have cast doubt onto the 
testimony of a number of Depait^^ Tbe Department's Mure to produce this 
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document when it was originally requested raises more questions about whether this 
Committee was intentionally misled during die original Waco investigation. 

I would also note that the Department has still failed to comply with my 
September!, 1999, subpoena. The Committee has not yet received a complete copy of 
the FBI Laboratory Reputes it exists in the Department's files. The subpoc^ inquires 
tiie production of "any and all originals and identical copies** of die report Mr.Touhey’s 
memo states that “our database contains mnltiple copies of tbe document, most of which 
contain all 49 pages." I expect dat die Department will produce to the Com mi ttee all 
copies of the Laboratory Report, along with a log indicating who possessed copies of the 
report In addition, in an effort to discover who at the De par tme n t was responsible for 
this obvious failure, I would like to schedule the following Department employees far 
interviews: Jeffrey Axelrad, James Touhey, and Marie Hagen. Please make these 
D epartm ent personnel available within the next week 

In conclusion, I have noted with some ahum the heavy-handed tactics employed 
by tbe Justice De partm ent in sending U.S. Marshals to take possession of videotapes 
from the FBL This tactical show of force -apparently done for the benefit of the media - 
was followed by statements from yourself and President Clinton that cast aspersions on 
the Director of tbe FBL Now, I team that at the same time. Justice Department 
employees had in their possession multiple copies of a document which dearly shows 
that the FBI did in fact inform the Justice Department of the use of military style tear gas 
canisters. 


You have repeatedly blamed others for the Justice Department’s failings in the 
Waco matter. However, it is clear that yon are ultimately responsible for the 
Department’s serious mistakes in this case. Your mishandling of tbe investigation can be 
traced to your first internal review of Waco, conducted by Edward S.G. Dennis. While 
you frequently point to Mr. Dennis' conclusions dealing the Department of any 
wrongdoing, Mr. Dennis has admitted that his report “was not intended to be 
a comprehensive, afl-encompassiiig report** When I first read this statement by Mr. 
Dennis, I could not help but ask why the Attorney General would tolerate a report that 
was not comprehensive or all-encompassing. I am looking forward to tbe day when a 
complete and comprehensive review is conducted. However, it is dear that at the present 
time, your Justice Department is still engaged in the misleading, politically-motivated 



cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 


2 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington. DC. 20530 


September 10, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of September 7, 1999 requesting the Department's 
opinion on the Committee seeking immunity' for John Huang pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 6005. As 
you know, in return for his guilty plea, the Department has agreed not to prosecute Mr. Huang 
for any criminal offenses except for any relating to espionage or national security. Accordingly, 
Mr. Huang’s testimony before the Committee could not subject him to prosecution for crimes 
related to campaign financing and he should not need immunity before testifying about campaign 
financing issues. 

Based on our discussions with your staff, we understand that it is precisely on campaign 
finance issues that the Committee wants to question Mr. Huang. In an effort to help the 
Committee obtain that testimony from Mr. Huang, the Department wrote to Mr. Huang’s 
attorney on September 3, 1999 to urge him to cooperate with the Committee’s investigation of 
campaign financing issues. We have no reason to believe that Mr. Huang will refuse to answer 
the Committee’s questions on those issues. 

As we have repeatedly informed the Committee, however, under the plea agreement the 
government retains the right to prosecute Mr. Huang for espionage and national security 
violations if the evidence so warrants. Consequently, Mr. Huang could assert his right under the 
Fifth Amendment not to answer any question whose answer could incriminate him for an 
espionage or national security violation. As stated in our letters to the Committee on July 29 and 
August 1 1, 1999, if Mr. Huang were compelled to testify under a grant of immunity about 
matters that incriminated him for espionage or national security violations, the government could 
be permanently barred from prosecuting him for those offenses. See Kastigar v. United States. 
408 U.S. 931 (1972); United States v. North. 920 F.2d 940 (D.C. Cir), fiat, denied. 500 U.S. 
941 (1990); and United States v. Poindexter. 951 F.2d 369 (D.C. Cir. 1991), £ 01 . denied. 506 
U.S. 1021 (1992). Accordingly, the Department could support the Committee’s request that the 
court grant Mr. Huang immunity only if the Department were prepared to abandon the possibility 
of prosecuting him for espionage or national security violations. 
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Based on discussions with the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), the Department has 
determined that it cannot do so at this time. The FBI has informed the Department that granting 
immunity to Mr. Huang in the near future could threaten substantial harm to the investigation that 
the Campaign Financing Task Force is conducting. The Department and its FBI component 
therefore oppose granting Section 6005 immunity to Mr. Huang at this time and will not waive 
their rights under Section 6005(c). The FBI has authorized me to inform the Committee that it 
anticipates completing the present phase of the investigation within 60 days from today’s date. At 
that time, the Dep artm ent and FBI will be able to advise the Committee on whether more time is 
needed to compile the investigation. 

I want to assure you that this decision was reviewed at the highest levels of both the FBI 
and the Department and was made solely to protect the ongoing investigation. We hope that the 
Committee recognizes that the Department and Bureau must carry out their mandate to enforce 
the criminal laws. We further hope that the Committee decides not to take an action that could 
substantially harm the pending investigation, particularly when the Department and FBI may be in 
a better position to discuss immunity in a relatively short time. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may provide you with additional information. 


Sincerely, 

Jon P. Jennings 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 



ONE HUNDRED 8DTTH CONGRESS 




Congress! of tfje {Hmteb States 

$mi*t of SUpmrentatiM 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buuxng 
WAMNSTON, DC 20615-6143 


September 14, 1999 


KenBallen 

Minority Chief Investigative Counsel 
House Ooventroeot Reform Committee 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Ken: 


• Over the past several days, we have been woriring with the Justice Dep artmen t lo 
determine who the Department wishes to provide as a witness at Thondsy’sFALN 
hearing. To d<e»the D ep artme n t has provided co nfli c tin g iirfonnaaion regan 
handling the FALN matter. Wehave sheady infonned yoc of the Chairman's intent to 
issneastfepoenataQaiglsctie. We have now learned that tbc Depa r tme nt has asserted 
that Faith Burton, a subordinate of Acting Assistant Attorney General Jon tamings, is 
handling the FALN matter. Accordingly, I an now infosming you that the Chairm— 
intends to issue a subpoena to Acting Assistant Attorney General Jon Jennings to attend 
riie bearing on September 16, 1999. 

Please let me know if you have any qu estions regarding this matter. 

Very tndy youis. 




C Wilson 
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P* 


i3utf)oritp of tfje $ou*e of JltpreSentattoetf of tfre 
Congress of tfje ttnfteb States of America 


lb Jon Jennings. Acting Assistant Atty. General 

You are hereby commanded to be and appear before the ful1 Committee on 

Government Reform of the House of Representatives 

of the United States, of which the Hon., . _ JBaaJtoEQP is chairman. In 

Room .1154 of the foltera Buflding . in the dty 

of Washington, on Sept^ber 16, 1999 r ^ ^ nf 10:00 311 , 

then and there to testify touching matters of inquiry committed to said Committee; and you 
are not to depart without leave of said Committee. 

1b KtidrerilY 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the dty of Washington, this 


*4th day of September 



Chairman. 


Attest: 

Qerk. 
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ft ifr ptm i for Jog, Jennings* Acting Asst . Attorney General 
Departaent of .Justice 
Washington, DC 20530 


before the Committee cm th** * cnvenmaiit Reform 


Served OTh 



Stfch. hs./ill of J2 
.out- DOS. 



.House of Representatives 
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Sutfjoritp of t be $ott*e of 3fcepre*entatfoetf of tfje 
Cong xtti of ttje ttniteb stated of America 


Bi Ball Callaghmr, toiUtmt Dirsctor for national Security, FBI 


Ybu are hereby commanded to be and appear before the fall Committee on 

Government Batons of the House of Representatives 

of the United States, of which the Han. Pan Barton is chairman, in 

Room 2114 of the Bavbum Building in the dty 


of Washington, on September 1 6, 1999 r at the hour of X0;00 am , 

then and there to testify touching matters of inquiry committed to said Committee; and you 
are not to depart without leave of said Committee. 

Tb ttomA 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United SUteA at the dty of Washington, this 



Attest: 


CM. 



Subpena for Gallagher 

FBI - 935 Pennsylvania Ave . » NW 

■■■■.WaahingtPiii..I}C, 20535rQQ01 


before the Committee on the Government Reform 
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Subpofi Daces Tea 

&p 8utf) orftp of tf \t House of ftpasentatftes of tf* 
Congress of tfte Wnitefc states of America 


To 

Ypq arc hereby commanded to produce the things identified on (he attached schedule before the 

full Committee on SSXS5!5!5?..5!fS!!l 

of the House of Representatives of the United Sates, of which the Hon. 

is dnimum, by producing rach things in Room of the 

SSfSy.ER Building in die city of Washington, on 

Se P t«b« 29. .1999 * the hour of .?.*?° JR. , 

j> 0 Kimberly Reed or DS Marshals Service 
to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 
15th d»y of September 19..?.?... 



Attest: 

Clerk. 
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Sufrpfna for. . . Federal . Bureau of # Investigation 
Serves^ ^ ^ I^ou±s ^ Freeh^^ ............... 

9 35 ^ P etmsv ly an ia Ave. , KW , , , c , 5 8 , , t , , # 
Washington , . DC. . . 205 35 ^ 

before the Committee on the.: GftYflPWSli.fi. Reform 


Served 


Home of Representatives 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.G. 20515 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Serve: Director Louis Fkeeh 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record's Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chief Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 

Defi nitions an d fa st roptioqs 

(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the word "record" or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies ofany item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or "records” shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer" or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 
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(3) This subpoena calls for tbe production of records, documents and compilations of data 
and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to which 
you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have put in 
storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present. 

(4) The conjunctions “or" and 'and* are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, docaments, data or infbnnatioa called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of die destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the prepare r and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate die privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by tbe return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 


Please provide all records relating to the use of aircraft, helicopters, or armored vehicles 
by any agency or personnel of the federal or state governments at the siege of the Branch 
Davidian compound in Waco, Texas in 1993. 


2 



1386 




9? Autf)orit|> of tfie $oit*e of Rcprt*tntatfbe* of tfie 
Congo** of ttje Vnftcb 6t ate* of America 


7h Jon Jennings » Acting Asst. Attorney General 


Tfou are hereby commanded to be and appear before the fo11 Committee on 
Govern—nt Reform 0 f the Home of Representatives 


of the United -States; of which the : 


.is chairman, in 


R««n 21S4. of the n»vi»ugn Building..; in the city 

Ot W»«hlnglnra. on S.pte«b«r 21, 1999 .♦ th, hn»r/vf 1:00 m 

then and there to testify touching matters of inquiry committed to said Committee; and you 
are not to. depart without leave of said Committee. 

Th Kimberly Reed 


to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, thb 
*6th day of 8ept«ob.r | Q 99 



Chairman. 


Attest: 



Clerk. 



Subpena for t gg Tenninya. Acting Asst. Attorney General 

Department of Justice 

Washington, DC 20530 


before the Committee on the Government Reform 


Served 



.Hook ot Representatives 


OPOtHM M4VH 
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Subpeaa to Unttfjr (Hearing 


J&V Sutfjodtp of tfje $ ou*e of ftepre$entattoea of tfje 
Congre** of tfie tHnfteb Jbtatesr of America 


Tb 


Neil Gallagher , Assistant Director for National Security, FBI 


You are hereby commanded to be and appear before the full Committee on 


Government Refora 


of the House of Representatives 


of the United States, of which the Hon. Pan Burton is chairman, in 

Room 2154 of the Rayburn Building T in the dty 

of Washington, on Sep tember 21, 1999 t at the hour of \ :0 ° ** , 

then and there to testify touching matters of inquiry committed to said Committee; and you 

are not to depart without leave of said Committee. 

Kimberly Read . 


to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Repr esen tatives 
of the United States, at the dty of Washington, this 

Septeaber 


16 th 


.day of 


»_?? 



Attest 


CkrtL 
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Subpena for ^ eil Gallagher 

FBI - 935 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 

Washington, DC 20 535-0001 


before the Committee on the floaianment Reform 


Served 


House of Representatives 


OPO: 1HO tt-MTM 
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Sobpeua Duces Tecum 

8uti)oritp ot tfje use of ItepcestentatibeO of tf>e 
Congress of tfje ZHntteb states? of America 


To ; 

You are hereby commanded to produce the things identified on die attached schedule before the 

fun.....'.....,. Committee on jGqvjs jroiwuxt . .Ste tan* ♦ 

of the House of R epre sent a t i ves of the United States, of which toe Hon. 

is chairman, by producing such things in Room ....2157. of the 

Roy.t>»E». BuMng in toe city of Washington, on 

j5ftpJtwnhftc..23 A .JlSt9S.., at toe hour of 5.;.QP..sm...; 

To ..^UepAy..Reft4..QT..l^. JSMsMUi.SiiKYMft 

to serve and make return. 

Witness my hand and toe seal of toe House of Repre se nt ati ves 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 
....Lfob...:.. day of ....SenJ&ntox... 19...9S.. 



Attest: 



Sobpeaa for. . . JtoHWBW®?. .9.?. Justice. . .Serve : The Honorable Janet Kano 







before foe Committee on foe..Goseznoent. Reform 


Served 


.Houie of Represetfatsves 
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8CHHMA 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Committee mi Government Reform 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office BuOdbig 
Washington, D,C. 20515 

Department of Justice 

Serve: The Honorable Janet Reno 

Attorney General 

Department of Justice 

10th and Constitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 


The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs that indicate each 
record’s Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, please 
contact Senior Counsel Kristi Remington at (202) 225-5074. 

Dcfinitionsand Instructions 

1. For the purposes of this subpoena, the word “record” or ’’records” shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, contracts, external $nd internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, 
documents, electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, 
messages, minutes, notes, notices, opinions,, statements or charts of organization, plans, press 
releases, recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, 
talking points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or 
evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other 
machine readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. “Record” or “records” shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of alike and similar nature not listed above. 

2. For purposes of this subpoena, the terms “refer” or “relate” and “concerning” as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning thepreparation of other records. 
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3. This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
and information that ate currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have 
put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the subpoena includes all documents to the present 

4. The conjunctions “or” and “and” are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

5. No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to die Committee. 

6. If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of die destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

7. When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by date, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

8. Ibis subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discoveiy subsequent thereto. 

9. Please provide a printed and, where possible, an electronic version of records. 
Electronic infbnxurioa may be stored on 3V4 inch diskettes in ASCII format in addition, please 
provide the Committee’s Minority staff with an identical copy of all records provided. 


Please provide the Committee with the following: 

1. All official requests for clemency made by or on behalf of the following individuals: 
l Elizam Escobar 

b. Ricardo Jimenez 

c. Adolfo Matos 

d. DyktaNoemi Pagan 

e. Alicia Rodriguez 
t Ida Luz Rodriguez 
g. Luis Rosa 

L Carmen Valenti n 
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i. Alberto Rodriguez 

j. Alejaodrina Tosses 

k. Edwin Cortes 

L Oscar Lopez-Rivera 

m. Juan Enrique Segacra-Palmer 

n. Antonk) Camacbo-Negron 

o. Roberto Maldonado-Riven 

p. Norman Ranurez-Talavera 

2. All “threat assessments,” reports, or memoranda on the Fueizas Armadas de 
Liberadon National, (Armed Forces of National liberation or FALN) and the 
“Macheteros** p rep are d by the Federal Burean Investigation, including any classified 
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€ongre& of tfje ©rnteb &tatetf 

ftontt of aqrafentatibc* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Ravbunn House Omce Bujlowo 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 


September 15, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United States 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

Tomorrow the Committee will conduct a hearing to examine terrorist activities of the 
F-AJJ* group, and to discuss the offer to pardon 16 members of that group* We have 
subpoenaed a small number of documents pertinent to this earn, and we have su b poenaed 
witnesses to appear at tomomrw’s hearing. I write because I note with alarm the letters tor you 
have had sent to Senators Coverdeil and Hatch. In particular, you have seen fit to send letters on 
the evening before their hearings were scheduled to late plaoe, and yon have bad your 
su bo rd in ate tell the Senators that you are still considering what to do, . 

As you are no doubt aware, only a claim of Executive Privilege can prevent Congress 
ton receiving the documents and testimony we have subpoenaed My staff has asked on an 
almost daily basis whether you have received instructions to claim this privilege on behalfoffe 
President My ChfefCounsel was informed that die White House,!* one paint, ihOed to ietnnt 
the caDa of the Justice Depa rt ment. Perhaps this has changed. Nevertheless, Task that you 
personally intervene and call the White House to resolve this issue. It is simply u na cceptable to 
tell the Congress that the Department of Justice is considering what to do. You have had our 
subpoena tor 14 days. Thisisixrt a complex issue so there is very tittle of a legal or 
Constitutional nature to discuss. Ifitis true tot the White House was simply refusing to lake 
your calls, so as to delay the decision making process, please call to President immediately and 
resolve this issue. 

There have been numerous allegation! that the pardons were, in the first place, given for 
political reasons. IaskmaOsinceritytoyoudonotcxmtributeto the politicization of this issoe 
by penmttmg your staff to frustrate the legitimate requests of my Committee. Congressional 
subpoenas have called for documents and witnesses and you have had ample time to arrive at a 
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Unless we arc told that the President of flic United States has claimed Executive 
Privilege, and unless we have signed notification from the President that he has eleded to claim 
Executive Privilege, I expect the Department of Justice to produce all documents subpoenaed by 
Congress, and I expect that Jon P. Jennings, Michael B. Cooksey, and Neil Gallagher wfli not be 
prevented fiom testifying. In the event that Executive Privilege is claimed, I still expect Mr. 
Gallagher, Mr. Cooksey, and Mr. Jennings to testify in order to answer questions unrelated to the 
pardon process. 

As you know, these witnesses are under subpoena. They are legalfy required to appear at 
tomorrow’s hearing. If the witnesses do not appear, I will schedule a contempt vote attire 
earliest possible date. 

If your staff has any questions abort these matters, do not hesitate to have them contact 
Chief Investigative Counsel James C Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 



cc: Jon?. Jennings, Acting Asststeot Attorney Gene^ 

Louis J. Freeh, Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Kathleen Hawk Sawyer, Director, Federal Bureau of Prisons 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, ZXC 20530 


September 16, 1999 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to the Committee’s subpoena, dated September 1, 1999, which seeks 
production of records relating to the recent grant of clemency or remittance of fines for sixteen 
individuals. 

We are pleased to provide documents responsive to item number two of the subpoena 
along with a log of the records by Bates stamp numbers. The documents include the judgment 
and commitment orders prepared by the courts, presentence reports prepared by the U.S. 
probation officers, who are employees of the courts, and progress reports prepared by the Bureau 
of Prisons. There also may be notices of action, issued by the U.S. Parole Commission, which 
are provided to the Bureau of Prisons in accordance with the Commission’s usual practice 
regarding such documents. We are providing these records to the Committee pursuant to 
provisions of the Privacy Act, set forth at 5 U.S.C. 552a(b)(9) although we would be prohibited 
by the Act from publicly disclosing them. Since public disclosure of the records could adversely 
impact the privacy interests of individuals other than the sixteen FALN members, we urge the 
Committee to respect the confidentiality and not release the information in the records. 

We also will provide you with additional material provided to the Department by 
attorneys for the FALN members. Additionally, we have a large number of letters from die 
public supporting the requests for clemency, which we are prepared to provide to the Committee 
if you would like them. Many of these letters are substantially identical. We suggest that 
Committee staff may first wish to review samples of them, which we would be happy to provide, 
in an effort to conserve taxpayer-funded resources. 

The President has asserted executive privilege with respect to a set of documents 
consisting of (1) advice and other deliberative communications to the President regarding his 
clemency decision and (2) deliberative documents and communications generated within and 
between the Department of Justice and the White House in connection with the preparation of 
that advice. He has also asserted executive privilege with respect to testimony by Department 
officials concerning the deliberations in connection with the clemency decision. He has directed 
that the Department not provide those documents or any such testimony. Copies of his letter to 
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you and fee Attorney General’s letter to the President are enclosed for your convenience. We 
win provide you wife a log of the documents that are subject to fee executive privilege claim. 
The Department witnesses subpoenaed by fee Committee plan to appear at the rescheduled 
hearing on Tuesday, September 21, to testify about matters not subject to the executive privilege 
claim. 


We have not yet completed our search for responsive documents or our review of 
documents we have located, but will do so promptly. When that process is completed, we will 
provide you with all responsive documents except for any documents as to which fee President 
may assert executive privilege. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like additional 
information regarding this or any other matter. 


Sincerely, 




Jon P. Jennings 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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OFFICE OFSPECUL COUNSEL 
JOHN C, DANFORTH 


Facsimile Deiiverv Instructions 


This fecsimie con terns Information which (a) may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED, PROPRIETARY 
NATURE, OR OTHERWISE PROTECTED BY LAW FROM DISCLOSURE and (b) to intended only fol 
use of Ihe Addressees) named below. If you are not the Addressee, or the person responsible 
delivering this to the Addressee^), you are hereby notified that reacting, copying or distributing 
facsimle to pmhtoited. If you have received this facslmtie h error, please telephone us Immediately 
maH the facsimile back tout at (he above address. Thank You. 


FROM: Special Counsel John C. Daafbrtfa 
MATTER NO: N00019 


DATE: 9/17/99 


PLEASE DELIVER TO THE FOLLOWING: 

TO: Congressman Dan Burton FAX NO: 202-225-3974 

COMPANY: United States Congress PHONE NO: 202-225-2276 


MESSAGE FROM SENDER TOTAL NO. OFPAGESs 8 todj^gjttto 



TOSPDBL 

Do you wiifa to law yoor copy leniaad? 

Do you wish to be coiSactM when Fax is Scat? 

Do you winh to have the co nfi i m rtwa sheet scat to yon? 

Do yon wish to be c owto c t od it year bcw/officc if ftx CANNOT be 
sent within one boor? FhooeNo: 


avc* 

□ No 

□y» 

BNo 

□ Yai 

a no 

IS Yet 

□ No 


lltrs 






1400 


OFFICE OF SPECIAL COUNSEL 
JOHN C DAMFORTH 


September 16, 1999 




Honorable Walter S. Smith 
U. S. District Judge 
Western District of Texas 
>00 Franklin 
Waco,TX 76701 


Dear Judge Smith: 

Thank you for taking the time yesterday to talk to Deputy Special Counsel Ed 
Dowd and chief of staff Tom Schweich relative to die status of the civil proceedings conc erning 
die events occurring at die Mt Carmel Compound at Waco, Texas in 1 993 . As you know, my 
staff consulted with both counsel for plaintiffs and defendants prior to making die call and 
sending this letter. We also understand that, by request ofthe parties to the lawsuit, you issued 
an order yesterday vacating die October 1 6 trial date. 

Wc do not intend at this time to intervene formally in the proceedings before your 
Court unless yon request or invite os to do so or the parties so insist, and we intend to keep 
counsel for both sides aware of our intentions with respect to ex parte communications relative to 
the status of our efforts. 

In accordance with your discussions with my staff; I am requesting that you issue 
an order that (1) provides a 30-day stay of all discovery and witness i ntervie ws by Am parties to 
the civil litigation, (2) requires the parties to give die Special Counsel 10 days notice prior to any 
witness interview or deposition that will occur after die 30-day period and to make witnesses 
available to my staff dining the 1 0-day time period, and (3) requires die parties to give die 
Special Counsel 7 days notice prior to die review or change of custody of original documents or 
physical evidence so that my staff may observe any such activity. 

With respect to the 30-day stay, I would like to explain die basis fbrdds request. I 
was appointed as Special Counsel seven days ago. In crier to get my office folly operational, I 
must (a) lease office space in St Louis and Washington, D.C,(b) build out that space, (c) obtain 
furniture phones, and computers, (d) put into place extensive security devices, (e) review several 



Honorable Walter S. Smith 
Sqrtember 16, 1999 
Page 2 
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hundred resumes, (£) hire a staff of highly qualified and motivated attorneys, investigators and 
support staff, (g) get that staff cleared for security purposes (which includes extensive paperwork 
and background checks), and (h) get tbe staff up to speed on the basic issues of the case arid the 
witnesses whom we wish to interview. We are moving vayrapidly relative to getting die office 
up and running and are already scheduling informational interviews with Congress, the parties to 
the litigation pending before Yora Honor, and interested third parties. We do not envision, 
however, that we will be able to conduct detailed interviews of critical witnesses until mid- 
October. Thai is why we have requested the 30-day stay. 

With regard to die notice of interviews and depositions dug we are r e q ues ti n g, it is 
my firm belief that our inquiry twill benefit by interviewing witnesses prior to their preparation 
for testimony in a civil trial. Because a crvfl trial inherently involves advocacy, testimony tends 
to be very well-rehearsed and coordinated with the testimony of other witnesses. This is not to 
suggest that counsel for either side would violate any of the Rules of Professional Conduct, but 
whhinfbe bounds of legal ethics, there is substantial room for extensive witness p re pa ra ti on and 
coordination. We would like to talk to the witnesses before such preparation occurs. We would 
prefer feat sworn testimony under oath occur after we have a written report ofthe statements of 
such witnesses so that we may compare the sworn testimony with their statements to us. We 
have no doubt that we will be able to assess the credibility of the witnesses more effectively if 
they give their sworn testimony after we have interviewed titan. 


This process will also encourage the purpose of truth-seeking within your Court 
Witnesses who are untruthful with our investigators, even in unsworn statements, are subject to 
prosecution under IS U.S.C.§1001. While I have not invoked my prosecutorial powers at this 
time, 1 will do so if there is even die slightest imfication that witnesses are being untrulhful with 
respect to material matters that are within tbe scope of my investigation. The process I am 
requesting will, therefore, cause witnesses to "think twice" before considering even the slightest 
embeffishroent of the feds during proceedings before your Court 

Finally, we request notice from any party who intends to view original documents, 
audio or videotapes, and physical evidence. Otar concerns in tins regard ace obvious. We wish to 
preserve both ti» integrity ofthe evidence and the chain of custody. 

Thank you for your consideration ofthe interests ofthe Special Counsel. We 
encourage you to seek tbe input of the parties relative to the contents of Axis letter and assure you 
that we will engage in tire minimum possible intrusion into die activities of (he Court or counsel. 
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Honorable Valter S. Smith 
September 16, 1999 
Page 3 


You may reach me or Mr. Dowd through my assistant Martha at 3 14-259-2980. 


JCD/cck 

Enclosure 



cc: Mr. Michael A. Caddell (via fax and mail) 

Mr. Ramsey Clark (via fax and mail) 

Mr. David W. Ogden (via fax and maO) 
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<$FFtrr of % Attornr^ (Srnrral 

Baa Jpngton,B. d 20530 


ORDER NO. 2256-99 


APPOINTMENT OF SPECIAL COUNSEL TO INVESTIGATE 
GOVERNMENT CONDUCT RELATIVE TO 
CERTAIN EVENTS OCCURRING IN WACO, TEXAS 


By virtue of the authority vested m me as Attorney Genenl by law, including 28 U.S.C. 

§§ 509 and 510, in order to discharge my responsibility to provide supervision and management 
of the Department of Justice, and to enaure that these is a full and thorough investigation of 
whether any government employee or agent directly caused the lost of life at the Ml Carmel, 
compound at Waco, Texas, on April 19, 1993, and of whether any govennnentemployee or agent 
withheld or suppressed evidence or information or made fraudulent statements regarding the 
events at the Mt Carmel compound at Waco, Texas, on April 19, 1993, 1 hereby order as 
follows: 

(a) John C Danforth is appointed to serve as Special Counsel at the United States 
Department of Justice. 

(b) The Special Counsel is authorized to investigate the following matters: 

(1) whether any government employee or agent made ftlsa or m i s l eading statements, 
allowed others to make false or misleading statements, or withheld evidence or infbnnstkmfrom 
any individual or entity properly entitled to obtain evidence or information, concern in g the events 
occurring at the ML Carmel compound at Waco, Tens, on April 19, 1993; 

(2) whether any government employee or agent destroyed, altered, or suppressed 
evidence or info r ma tion relative to the events occurring at the ML Camel compound at Waco, 
Texas, on April 19, 1993; 

(3) whether any government employee or agent used any incendiary or pyrotechnic device 
at the ML Carmsl eampound at Waco, Textron April 19, 1993; 

(4) whether any government employee or agent started, or contributed to the spread a( 
the frit at rim ML Cumel compound at Waoo, Teona, on April 19, 1993; 

(5) whether any govemraci* employee or agent engaged in gunfire at the ML Carmel 
compound at Waco, Tessa, on April 19, 1993; and 
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(6) whether there was any illegal use of the aimed forces of the United States m 
connection with the events leading up to the deaths occurring it the ML Carmel compound at 
Waco, Texu> on April 19, 1993. 

(c) If the Specie! Counsel believes it is necessary and appropriate, the Special Counsel is 
authorized to prosecute federal crimes arising from his investigation of these matters and federal 
crimes committed with the intent to interfere wth the Special Counsel’s investigation, such as 
perjury, obstruction of justice, destruction of evidence, or inrinddatioa of witnesses. 

(d) Sections 600.4 through 600 l 10 of Title 28 of the Code ofFedenl Regulations are 
applicable to the Special Counsel. 

(e) In addition to the confidential report requirement under section 600.8(c), fee Special 
Counsel, to the maximum extent possible and consistent wkh bis duties and the law, shall submit 
to the Attorney General a final report, and such interim reports as he deems appropriate, hi a form 
that vriD permit public dusefninarion. 





- 2 - 
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OFFICE OF SPECIAL COUNSEL 
JOHN C. DANFORTH 


September 16, 1999 


VIA TACSIMTI.tt >IM> U,S. MAIL 

Congressman Dan Burton 

2185 Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515-1406 

Dear Dam 

I appreciated the oppartimity to visit with you in Washington last week. Following up on 
our discussions, I would like to send my chief of staff to Washington within die next few days to 
meet with staff designated by you. The purpose offhe meeting would be to discuss the 
importance of die Office of Special Counsel interviewing witnesses before their state m e n t s ate 
taken either by deposition in the pending civil litigation or by Congressional committee. In this 
connection, I would like to ask that you consider a hiief delay in hearings on issues that are 
within the scope of die Attorney General’s Order, copy enclosed, for the same reasons described 
in my letter to Judge Walter S. Smith, also enclosed, I would like to secure an arrangement by 
which my staff would have access to witnesses far interviews prior to then sworn testimony 
before your Committee. Also, I would like to obtain your input on issues critical to the 
investigation. Including: 

(1 ) die specific issues that you believe I should investigate, including, but not 
limited to, your views cm such matters as: 

(a) the 1993 FBI lab report with the allegedly missing page; 

(b) die issues raised by the new report issued by the Texas Rangen; 

(c) the new allegations relative to die allegedly improper use of die U.S. 
armed forces; 

(d) die new allegations relative to die tear gas canisters and how they 
relate to previous congressional testimony; and 

(e) die recently revealed video and audio tapes and issues concerning their 
integrity; 


(2) who*e die most important fact witnesses relative to these issues; 

(3) what documents and physical evidence bear on these issues; and 

(4) who are s ome p ossible expert witnesses on these issues. 
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Congressman Dan Burton 
Page 2 

September 16, 1999 . 


I look forward to working with yon in coordinating an investigation that involves 
cooperation with your activities and minimal intrusion into the important obligations that you 
have with respect to the American people. I will have Mr. Schweich contact y our office witlu n 
the next two working days, or you may have your designee call him directly at HHHHH 
Thank you. 

Sincerely, 


JCD/cck 
Enclosure 

cc: Congressman Henry A. Waxman (w/encl.) 

Mr. Edward L. Dowd, Jr. (w/encl) 

Mr. Thomas A. Schweich (w/encL) 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

i 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington, D.C. 20530 


September 17, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This supplements our previous response to your subpoena, dated September 1, 1 999, 
regarding records relating to die recent giants of clemency or remittance of fine for sixteen 
individuals. 

Enclosed are additional records responsive to the subpoena. The majority of these are the 
Department’s correspondence with individuals who wrote to us in connection with the clemency 
petitions. We also have included additional records that are responsive to item number two of 
the subpoena, which may be largely duplicative of records that we previously provided to you. 

We are providing these documents to die Committee pursuant to provisions of the 
Privacy Act set forth at 5 U.S.C. 552a(b)(9), although we would be prohibited by the Act dram 
publicly disclosing them. Since public disclosure of the records could adversely impact the 
privacy interests of individuals other than the sixteen individuals who were granted clemency, we 
urge the Committee to maintain the confidentiality of the records and not release die information 
they contain. 

We have not yet completed our search fin responsive documents for, and our review o£ 
documents responsive to the September 1, 1999 subpoena, but will do so promptly. When that 
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process! is complete, we will provide you with all responsive documents, except for any 
documents as to which the President may assert executive privilege. Please do not hesitate to 
contact me if you would like additional information regarding this or any other matter. 


Sincerely, 



Jon P. Jennings 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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of if}» Attorney (Srneral 
lia*ljUi9tiin,S. (fi. 20550 

September 16, 1999 


ThcPraadent 
The White Houie 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

You have requested my legal advice as to whether executive privilege may property be 
asserted in response to several subpoenas issued by the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight of the House of Representatives to the White House, the Department of Justice, and 
certain White House and Department officials seeking documents and testimony concerning your 
decision to offer clemency to sixteen individuals. 

L 

The documents and testimony proposed to be subject to a claim of executive privilege 
consist of (1) advice and other deliberative communications to the President and (2) deliberative 
documents and communications generated within and between the Department of Justice and the 
White House in connection with the preparation of that advice. Documents falling into the former 
category consist of memoranda and other documents submitted to you by officials and 
components of the Department and offices within the White House concerning the clemency 
decision. The documents falling into the Utter category include dotxrnients containing 
confidential advice, analysis, re co mme n dations and statements of position that the Pardon 
Attorney generated in connection with the clemency review, or that other executive branch 
officials and employees submitted to the offices of the Pardon Attorney or the Deputy Attorney 
General in connection with that review. For the reasons set forth bdow, it is my legal judgment 
that executive privilege may properly be asserted with respect to the foregoing documents and 
with respect to testimony by Department and Whhe House officials concerning the deliberations 
in connection with your clemency decision. 

Advice to the President and other deliberative communications and materials foil within 
the scope of executive privilege. See generally United States v. Nbjgn, 418 U.S. 683, 705-13 


nn nwr 
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The President 
Page 2 

(1974): Nixon v. Administrator of General Services. 433 U.S. 425, 446-55 (1977). The Supreme 
Court has recognized 

the necessity for protection of the public interest in candid objective, and even 
blunt or hanh opinions in Presidential decisionmaking. A President and those who 
assist him must be free to explore alternatives in the process of duping policies 
and making decisions and to do so m a way many would be unwilling to axprms 
except privately. These are tim considerations justifying e presumptive privilege 
for Presidential cocmnuncatians. The privikge is tiindamdotal to the operation of 
Gov e r n me n t and ine xt rica bly rooted in the separation of powers under the 
Constitution. 

United States v. Nixon. 418 U.S. at 708. It is thus well established that not only does executive 
privilege apply to confidential communications to the Presi de nt, but also to “comramications 
between high Government officials and those who advise and assist them in the performance of 
their manifold duties.” J& at 705. 

The White House staff and the Department of Justice act ns confidential advisors to the 
President as part of the clemency review process; and executive privilege has long been 
understood to protect confidential advice generated during that process. Under controlling case 
law. in order to justify a demand for information protected by executive privilege; a congressional 
co mm it tee is required to demonstrate that the information sought is “demo nstnbly critical to the 
responsible fulfillment of the Committee’s fractions.* Senate Sclrct Committee on Presid ential 
Campaign Activities v. Nixon. 49« F.2d 725, 73 1 (D.C. Cir. 19741 (en bmct And those 
functions must be in furtherance of legitimate legislative responsbifitias of Congress. See 
McGrain v. Daugherty. 273 U.S. 135, 160 (1927) (Congress has overaght authority “to enable it 
efficiently to exercise s legislative Sanction belonging to it under the Coostitiitioir). 

The Committee's letter to the Department, dated September 10, 1999, which requested 
tiie designation of a witness for the Coranrittee’s bearing, indicated tint the hearing is entitled 
“Clemency for the FALN: A Flawed Decision?" and that the Committee k “specifically interested 
in hearing about information germane to the process of the . . . grant of executive efanency” 
regard i n g the sixteen individuals. A compelling argument caa be made, however, that Congress 
has no authority whatsoever to review a President’s clemency deration. “Since Congress may 
only investigate into those areas in which it may potentially legislate or appropriate^ it cannot 
inquire fato matters which are within the exclusive province of one of the other brane b w of the 
Government” Barenblatt v. United States. 360 U.S. 109, 111-12(1959). The granting of 
dcmency pursuant to the pardon power is unquestionably an exclusive provinca of thaExccutivt 
Branch U.S. Con*, Ait n, f 2, cU. See United States v. KlgJL SO U.S. (13 Wall) 12S, 147 
(lS71)fTo the executive atone is intrusted the power of peidon”h eee a lao pnhBc y , 

Denartment ofJustka. 491 U.S. 440, 4S5 (1919) (Kenrtdy, I„ coaourriig) (raeArmbg that 
pardon power is "cammitfted] ... to the exclusive co ntrol of the Plreridcat”). 


no roa 
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In exercising his clemency power, thePrerident may seek tte views of various sdvisors ts 
he deems ap prop ria t e. Historically, hehacstnight tire ad vire of the Department of Justice. In 
r e spo nse to previoui congreaitonil inquiries, the De par t m e nt has repeatedly emphasized the 
exclusivity of the President*! pardon power. In a letter responding to a request ibr pardon papers 
hy the Ctuunnan of the House Committee on Claim* m 1919, the Attorney General refused to 
provide Congress with the Attorney General’s report, observing: 

[T]he President, in hb action on pardon cases, is not subject to the control or 
superviskmafanyoii^ncu’isheaccountabteioapy way to any branch of the 
gov er nm ent fer his action, and to establish a pre ce de nt of submitting pardon 
papare toCoi 4 pess,ortDaCosittnitteeofC(M^iraa^ does not seam to me to be a 
wise one. 

Letter from A. Mitchell Palmer, Attorney General, to Rep. George W. Edmonds, Chairman, 
House Committee on Claims (Sept 2$, 1919). This position was reasserted by die Pardon 
Attorney in 1952 in response to an inquiry from Senator Styles Bridges conccrnmg the publication 
of details of clemency cases. Noting tbit “the President's exercise of the pardoning power is not 
subject to statutory regulation or control,” the Pardon Attorney explained that, 

[i]n the exercise of the pardoning power, the President is amenable only to the 
dictate! of his own conscience, unhampered and uncontrolled by any person or 
branch of Government In my judgment it would be a serievs mistake and highly 
detrimental to the pubHc interest to permit Congress, or any Branch thereof to 
encroach upon any prerogative, right or duty of the President con ferred upon him 
by the Constitution, or to assume that he is in the slightest reaped answerebie to it 
for his action in pardon matters. 

Letter from Daniel Lyons, Pardon Attorney, to Senator Styles Bridges (Jan. 10, 1952) (cit ation 
and internal quotation marks omitted). The Executive Branch has on oeeasion provided Congress 
with information relating to particular clemency decisions, but to cor knowledge it has done so 
only vohintarifrrand without conceding co ng rc siio aal authority to compel dbebaare. 


Accordingly, it appears that Congress*. oversight authority does not extend to the process 
employed in connection with a particular clemency decision, to the materials generated or the 
discussions that took place aa part of that process, or to the advice or views the President 
received in connection with a clemency decision. In any event, eva if the C ommi t te e has eomc 
oversight role, I do not believe its oversight needs would be viewed by the courts as outweighing 
the President's interest in the confidentiality of the dc&bcrauons relating to his exercise of this 
exclusive presidential prerogative. Conducting the balancing required by the case law, see Senate 


5. at 706-07, 1 do not 

believe Itaet access to documents relating to or testimony about these detiberafions would be held 


no m 
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by the courts to be “demonstrably critical to the responsible MUhnent cf the Committee's 
functions." Saute Select Committon 498 F 2d at 731. Indeed, this ooiriittkmM c oufinac d by 
the fact that the Committee can satisfy any oversight need to investigate the impact of the 
clemency decision on law enforcement goals by obtaining information concerning the incfividuals 
offered dcmency and any threat they might pose through non-prftikged documents and 
te sti m ony. 


IL 

The Counsel to the Prerideut is om of several individuals subpoenaed to provide 
testimony to the Committee. Much, but not necessarily a8, of what the Cournd might be asked 
to testify dbout at the Committee's hoaxing would presumably fell within the scope of infonnatfoa 
that would be covered by your assertion of executive privilege over deliberations leading up to 
your derneocy derision. However, there is a separate legal basis that would support a dahn of 
executive privilege for the entirety of the Counsel's testimony, thereby efiminstmg any need for 
her to appear at the hearing. Executive privilege is assertable in response to a congressional 
subpoena seeking testimony by the Counsel to the President concerning tha performance of 
official dude* on the basis that the Counsel servos as an hnmedttte adviser to the Preadcnt and is 
therefore immune from compelled congressional testimony. 

It is rise longstanding position of the executive branch that "the President and his 
immediate advisert are absolutely immune from testimonial compulskm by a Congressional 
committee’' 1 This poation is constitutionally based. At Assistant Attorney General Theodore 
Oboe observed in 1982: 

The Prodded is a separate branch of go vernm ent He may not compel 
congressmen to appear before hi® As a ratter of separation of powers, Congress 
nuy not compel Wm to appear before it The Preadcnfs dose advisors are an 
exte ns ion of the President* 


Manonedam from John M. Harman* AadtiMt Attorney Gamed, Office of Legal Cooaaei, 

,1977). 


* Mei apra adg in from TWdora B. Otee^ Aaaterapt Attorney O a H rd. Office of LeptiComaa^ at 2 
•CM. 29, 19S2) (diacuninf subpoena tor uriaaony cf 0* G@vneel lo Ac Prwldaol). fefcillft Mawmodom fern 



Official Macaw , st 6 (Pic. 21. 1972) (became "(*]■ inoarfufe assistant cd the President nay be add to em aa 
bu alter ago. . . the ram* coasidtrattoas (hat were pcaatstve to former pmideat Truman [wbaa Ite declined lo 
oocyfr witha c o ngtt aa l ooal aufcpon* for bh ta a rte ai m fl would apfly lojaadiy a reft— 1 to a p pe a r by , . .a 
former sotTm-baO; LMarhwa Bdvud C. Schawl*, Dapmy Atomy Quant, at 2 (Apr. 19, 1983) (fOfor 
oaeewn Ngndfog your daafre for the mm teathnoey of [foe Gonmtl lo the PreddeoQ k baaed open tapoctmt 
p r iacl p l a a ratafrn to fra pewata, darter aad pr—gattvee of ft# pr e ei dm cy . Witemattpii^lMlHa 


IDS TO ST! 01 mi ea/SI/1 
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Accordingly, **[n]ot only can the President invoke executive privilege to protect [his personal 
staff] from the necessity of answering questions posed by a congressional c o mmi tte e , but he can 
also direct them pot even to appear before the committee.** 1 

An often-quoted statement of this position is contained in a memorandum by then- 
Assi slant Attorney General William Hehnquist: 

The President and his immediate advisers - that i% those who customarily 
meet with the President on a regular or frequent basis — should be deemed 
absolutely immuPe from testimonial compulsion by a congressional committee. 

They not only may not be examined with respect to their official duties, but they 
may not even be compelled to appear before a congressional committee. 4 

It is our understanding that the Counsel to the President fills within Assistant Attorney General 
Rchnquisfs description of the type of Presidential advisers who are immune from testimonial 
compulsion. 

Given the dose working relationship that the President must have with his immediate 
advisers as he discharges his constitutionally assigned duties, I befieve that a court would 
recognize that the immunity such advisers enjoy from testimonial compulsion by a congressional 
committee is absolute and may not be overborne by competing congressional interests. For, in 
many respects, the President's immediate adviser functions as the President's alter ego, assisting 
him on a daily bans in the formulation of executive policy and resolution of matters affecting the 
military, foreign affhirs, and national security and other aspects of his discharge of his 
constitutional responsibilities. Subjecting such a presidential adviser to the congressional 
subpoena power would be akin to requiring the President himself to appear before Congress on 
matters relating to the performance of his constitutionally assigned executive functions. Because 
such a result would, in my view, violate the constitutionally mandated separatio n of powers 
principles, it would seem to follow that compelling one of the Presidents immediate advisers to 
testify on a matter of executive decision-making would also raise serious constitutional problems, 
no matter what the assertion of congressional need. 


aadSdradviirnttHoiii raear v a tions mwdki I be uspHcatunis for NtiUiOed coastjtutic— 1 doctrin e* a rising 
from foe separation of powers of a Congressional haasd for foe sworn t es tim o n y of doee presidential a dvi s ees 
on foe White Howe staff.*). 


1 Me mor a ndu m from John M. Hannon, A arista at Attorney General, Office of legal Counsel, 

. II, 1977). 


4 Memorandum from William H. Rahoqirist, Assistant Attorney General, Office ef Legal Counsel, 
aT7 C ° mn ” ltee 10 CwUMl °T IWunocv of_Whita House &affL 


OZ TWA IT :0T 081 ea/ST/l 
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Ax a minimum, however, I believe that, even if a court wore to oondude that the immunity 
the Counsel to the President eryoys from testimonial compulsion by a congressional committee is 
subject to a balancing test, you may property instruct the Counsel that she need not appear in 
response to the present congressional subpoena. In my view, a court would, at a minimum find 
that the constitutional interests underlying the immunity outweigh Congress* interest, if any, in 
obtaining information relating to the particular process followed, or the advice and other 
cotmmjiucations the President received, in connection with the President’s exercise of his 
exclusive constitutional authority to gram clemency. 

In conclusion, it is my legal judgment that executive privilege may property be asserted 
with respect to the entirety of the testimony of foe Counsel of the President, based on the 
immunity that position has with respect to compelled congressional testimony. 


Sincerely, 



Attorney General 


ZflZ TWA Ci:0T JffiX 6S/9T/60 
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ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress! of tf )t ®mteb States? 

$oiuie «{ fteprrfentattotd 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bunjdmq 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 



MMMNtMMOfVn KWOt 



September 20, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Committee H earing Regarding the FALN 

Dear General Reno: 

Tomorrow, the Committee on Government Reform is holding a heating regarding 
President Clinton's grant of clemency to 14 members of the FALN. This afternoon. 
Committee staff called the Federal Bureau of Investigation to determine when the FBI’s 
witness. Assistant Director Neil Gallagher, would submit his opening statement to the 
Committee. We were informed that Justice Department staff denied the FBI permission 
to submit a written opening statement at the hearing. 

As you know, the President has asserted executive privilege over records relating 
to his clemency decision. The President’s decision has prevented the Committee and the 
public from determining any of his reasons for granting clemency. However, the 
Committee’s hearing will examine important issues relating to the threat posed by the 
FALN both in the past, and in the present. Accordingly, I expect that most of Assistant 
Director Gallagher’s testimony would not have touched on issues covered by executive 
privilege. 

If the Justice Department is attempting to prevent the disclosure of privileged 
information, there are more effective ways to achieve its goal rather than muzzling 
Assistant Director Gallagher. The Justice Department can simply redact any privileged 
material from the statement before it is submitted to the Committee. I urge you to take 
this simple step so that the Committee and the public can hear unfettered testimony from 
this important witness. 

It would be unconscionable for the Justice Department to try to muzzle the FBI oo 
matters pertaining to terrorism Unfortunately, though, that would be fully consistent 
with your practice over the past several weeks. When FBI witnesses were invited to 
testify in Senate hearings, you prevented them from attending. Now that the Committee 
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has subpoenaed a witness from tbe FBI, yon are trying to keep them from providing an 
opening statement In bolding this hearing, tbe Committee is carrying out an important 
constitutional duty - overseeing the Executive Branch. Your actions show a disregard for 
the importance of that duty, and of the public's right to know what its government is 
doing. 

You have had one week to redact any privileged remarks from the written FBI 
statement You appear to be operating with a sledgehammer, rather than a scaipei. This 
fact makes it appear that your motives are purely partisan. Why is tbe Justice Department 
trying to keep tbe FBI from testifying? What is it that you are trying to keep hum the 
public? Once again. Attorney General Reno, it appears that you are acting notas a 
servant of tbe people, but to protect the President 

Dan Burton 
Chairman 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 


2 
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U.S. Department of Justice StP 2 3 1999. 

Immigration and Naturalization Service 


CO 703.1056 

Office of the Commisiioiier 425 / Street NW 

Washington, DC 20536 

Sff 2OB09 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for letter of August 4, 1 999, requesting the enclosed 1-94 records relating to the 
following individual: 

Liu Chao-ying (aJta Liu Chaoying aJc.a Chaoying Liu), date of birth October 29, 1959, 
People's Republic of China Passport Number (issued September 9, 19S9). 

The Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) has no additional files or records relating 
to Liu Chao-ying. 

If we can be of further assistance to you, please let us know. 

Sincerely, 

FOR THE COMMISSIONER 



AllenErenbaum 

Director 

Congressional Relations 



Enclosure 
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Sobpena Dnccs Tecum 

8utf)oritp of tf)t $ou*e of l&epttafcitfatfocs of tfje 
Congo** of tfje ®nftt& $tate* of America 


To 

Attorney Gene? 

You ire hereby commanded So produce the things identified on the attached schedule before the 

full... Committee on J5SJf5HSM5!:>%?SS. , 

of the House of Representatives of the United Slates, of which the Hon. 

• •••••*# ••••••*••• «»«»««• is chairman, fay producing such things in Room ....2U37. of the 

M&VXS Butldin§ ...... in the city of Washington, on 

at the hour of ......AlP&.P*. 

Tq 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of die House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 
ripy of ...XB8S & >« 19.?.?.... 

Chairman* 



Attest 


Cfci*. 
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Sirti ff mi for. Dej>ar tmen t . ?f . Jus £4. c . e 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


lOjth Street, and p Constituipn Ayenue , NW 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Daces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C 20515 


United States Department of Justice 

Serve: Acting Assistant Attorney General Jon Jennings 

Tenth Street Sc Constitution Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record’s Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chief Investigative Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 

Definitions and Instructions 

(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the word "record 14 or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or “records" shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, tbe terms "refer" or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
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and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to which 
you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have put in 
storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present 


(4) The conjunctions "or" and “an d* are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 


(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

Subpoenaed Items 

Please provide the Committee with any and all copies, including drafts, of the opening 
statement to be provided by Federal Bureau of Investigation Assistant Director Neil Gallagher to 
the Committee on Government Reform regarding the grant of clemency to members of the 
FALN. 


2 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of 1b* AmMmiJ Attorney GeaeraJ 


Washington, JXC. 30530 


September 23, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your subpoena, dated September 22, 1999, and questions raised at the 
Committee’s hearing on September 21 st regarding clemency for sateen individuals. 

Enclosed is the draft statement of Mr. Neil Gallagher, which was forwarded to the 
Department for review and comment in accordance with the usual intra-agency practice. In 
consultation with the FBI, we have redacted text from the statement that is subject to the 
President’s assertion of executive privilege. 

I also want to clarify the apparent confusion at the hearing about some of the documents 
we have produced. As we previously advised Committee staf? the petition for clemency filed in 
November 1993 on behalf of these individuals was furnished to the Committee on September 17, 
1999 in the documents Bates stamped 259-421. The document referenced by Congressman Ose 
at the hearing yesterday, which we also furnished to the Committee as Bates number 1974, was 
prepared by the Department and signed by one of the sixteen individuals on September 7, 1999, 
indicating his agreement to the toms of the conditional clemency offer. 
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We expect to supplement this response with additional documents responsive to the 
Committee’s subpoenas in the near future. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like 
additional information before then. 

Sincerely, 

JonP. Jennings 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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DRAFT 

Good morning Mr. Chairman and members of the sub- commit tee. I 
thank you for the opportunity to provide the FBI's input regarding 
the commutation of sentences extended to incarcerated members of 
Puerto Rican terrorist groups. I welcome the opportunity to explain 
the FBI's concern with and opposition to their release, and to 
provide the reasons underlying that opposition - 

I would first like to briefly discuss the FBI's jurisdiction 
with respect to terrorism. The FBI defines terrorism as the unlawful 
use of force or violence against persons or property to influence or 
intimidate a government,, the civilian population, or any segment 
thereof, in furtherance of political or social objectives. The FBI 
has the jurisdiction to investigate planned or actual incidents of 
terrorism. In addition, the FBI has the responsibility to 
investigate groups or enterprises which are engaged in or planning 
violence or crimes in furtherance of a political or social agenda. 

The FBI's mission is to investigate, deter, and prevent acts of 
terrorism. As a result of this mandate, the FBI has. historically 
been the lead federal law enforcement agency involved in the 
investigations of terrorist activity by terrorist groups in the 
united states. 

Under the Attorney General ' s Guidelines , the FBI may conduct 
criminal intelligence investigations of a group in order to ascertain 
if the group or enterprise is engaging in criminal activity in 
furtherance of its goals and objectives. The FBI may also conduct 
investigations of individuals who may be members of such groups when 
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those individuals are engaged in criminal acts in furtherance of the 
group's goals and objectives. 


Two such groups that the FBI has actively investigated in the 
past are the Fuerras Armadas de Liberacion Nacional Puertorriquena 
{Armed Forces of national Liberation} or FALK* and the Ejercito 
Popular Boricua (Popular Boricua Amy) , better known as the 
"Macheteros . * 

The FALN is a clandestine terrorist organisation dedicated to 
achieving the independanoe of the Island of Puerto Rico from the 
united States. The group first made its existence known on 
October 26, 1974, when it claimed credit via communique for five 
bombings which occurred in New York City earlier that day. Over the 
next eight years, the FAIN perpetrated 130 bombing incidents 
including 72 actual bombings, 40 incendiary attacks, eight attempted 
bombings (explosive devices failed to function) and ten bomb threats. 
These terrorist attacks alone, resulted in five deaths, S3 injuries 
and over three million dollars in property damage. 

The Macheteros is e Puerto Rican terrorist organisation whose 
goals are complete autonomy and sovereignty for Puerto Rico. These 
goals are to he achieved through violence and armed struggle against 
the United States Government. The group's existence became known 
after it sent a communique to the united Press International claiming 
credit for the killing of a Puerto Rican police officer on August 24, 
1978. On December 3, 1979, seventeen men and women on a U.S. Navy 
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bus were ambushed by individuals using automatic weapons, resulting 
in two deaths and nine wounded. The Macheteros, in conjunction with 
other terrorists, claimed responsibility for this attack in a 
communique issued later that day. 

Prom an historical perspective, the criminal activity 
associated with the FALK and Macheteros also demonstrates their 
willingness to utilize violence in furtherance of their agenda o £ 
Puerto Rican independence and the danger each group poses to the 
united States and its citizens. In addition to the deaths cited 
above, violent criminal activity by both organizations has resulted 
in serious injuries to an FBI Agent and to several police officers, 
some of whom I understand you will hear from today. 

Terrorist groups are comprised of individuals and as part of 
the FBI* a investigations of these groups, individuals associated with 
the FALN and the Macheteros were also investigated, included among 
those investigated were the fifteen individuals who have sought 
pardons and/or commutations of their sentences. These individuals 
were engaged in violent criminal activities in furtherance of the 
goals and objectives of their respective groups. Although these 
individuals were not convicted of all the crimes mentioned above, 
they were, nevertheless > all key members of these organizations. Por 
clarification purposes, I have attached for the record a chart 
listing the violent acts for which each individual was convicted and 
sentenced. 
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A review of this list reflects that eleven of the FAItf members 
(Dylcia Noemi Pagan, Elizam Escobar, Ida Lue Rodriguerz, Adolfo 
Matos, Carmen Valentin, Carlos Alberto Torres, Ricaxtfo Jimene 2 , 

Alicia Rodrigues, Luis Rosa, and Oscar Lopez -Rivera) were all 
indicted in December, 1980, and convicted on all counts in 1981. 

These individuals were charged with seditious conspiracy, armed 
robbery, weapons violations and interstate transportation of stolen 
motor vehicles. As charged in the indictment, the seditious 
conspiracy counts included the construction and planting of explosive 
and incendiary devices (bombs) at twenty-eight locations in Illinois 
between the period of June 14, 1975, through November 24, 1979. In 
order to better understand the violent criminal activity engaged in 
by these terrorists I have also attached a copy of the indictment to 
my statement. In addition, Oscar Lqpez-Rivera was convicted in 1988 
and sentenced to an additional fifteen years on charges related to 
his attempted escape. 

Three other FALff nenbers (Alegandrina Torres, Edwin Cortes and 
Alberto Rodrigues) were also convicted of seditious conspiracy in 
1985. Torres was also convicted of possession of firearms and 
unlawful storage of esplosives. Cortes was also convicted of 
possession of firearms, unlawful storage of explosives, conspiracy to 
commit armed robbery and conspiracy to manufacture firearms. 

Rodrigues was also convicted of possession of firearms* conspiracy to 
make destructive devices, and conspiracy to commit armed robbery. 
These three individuals had planned to bomb e Marine Training Center 
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and an Any Reserve Center in Chicago on the Forth of July weekend in 
1983. 


The two individuals from the Macheteros (Antonio Camacho-Negron 
and Juan Enrique Segarra-Falmer) were convicted for their roles in 
one of the most serious armed robberies in TJ.S. history, the 1983 
armed robbery of a Wells Fargo facility in Hartford, Connecticut. 
This robbery, for which the Macheteros claimed responsibility, 
resulted in the theft of over $7 million*, much of which was 
transported out of the united States. For their respective roles in 
this incident, the imprisoned Macheteros were convicted on charges of 
robbery of bank funds, transportation of stolen money in interstate 
and foreign commerce, foreign transportation of stolen money, 
conspiracy to rob federally insured bank funds, and other charges. 
This incident continues to have a lasting impact on law enforcement. 
Macheteros member Victor Manuel Oerena-Ortir remains an FBI Top Ten 
fugitive for his role in the robbery. Macheteros leader Flllberto 
Ojeda -Rios also remains. a federal fugitive, wanted for his role in 
the robbery. 

In June of 1999 the FBI was asked by Department of Justice for 
the FBI’s input an the granting of a pardon and/or clemency for the 
incarcerated Puerto Rican terrorists. The FBI has consistently 
advised the Department of Justice that the FBI was opposed to any 
such pardon and/or commutation of sentences for these individuals. 

As the request for pardon has been pending since 1994, the FBI was 
unaware that any such commutation of sentences was actually being 
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release in a Memorandum to the Department of Justice dated June 28, 
1993 , This opposition was based upon a number of factors, several of 
which I will note. 



I would also like to provide an assessment of the current and 
continuous threat posed by the FAIsr and Macheteros. in recent years, 
the FBI has continued to receive information that members of the FALK 
and Macheteros are pursuing their goal for Puerto Rican independence. 
Neither group have rescinded the use of armed, struggle, or violence in 
accooqplishing that goal. Less than two years ago, an individual 


/ 

/ 
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convicted for the 1954 armed attack on the House of Representatives 
that left five Congressmen wounded (and who subsequently wae provided 
a presidential pardon) , addressed FALK supporters at a rally in 
Chicago. During this rally, the audience was told that Puerto Ricans 
have the right to take up arms if political actions failed to 
liberate Puerto Rico. In December, 1998, the reward offered for 
information leading to the capture of Machetero9 leader Filiberto 
Ojeda-Rios was increased to $500,000. In response, Ojeda-Rios issued 
a statement advising that anyone that gives information regarding his 
whereabouts is a "traitor" and would "pay with their lives." This 
was the first time that the Macheteros have directly threatened the 
Puerto Rican people, in stark contrast to their previous commitment 
that their actions would not harm "the people . " 

The FAbN and Macheteros terrorist groups continue to pose a 
danger to the U.S. Government and to the American people, here and in 



potential that the release of these individuals will psychologically 
and operationally enhance the ongoing violent and criminal activities 
of terrorist groups, not only in Puerto Rico, but throughout the 
world. 

I thank you for your time, and will be happy to entertain your 
questions regarding this issue. 
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September 28, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Grant of Immunity for John Huang 

Dear General Reno: 

I have received a letter dated September 10, 1999, in which Acting Assistant 
Attorney General Jennings stated that the Justice Department opposes any effort by the 
Government Reform Committee to grant immunity to John Huang. I am appalled by the 
Justice Department's inexplicable reversal on this issue. Prior to Huang's sentencing, the 
Justice Department made countless representations that the Department was going to 
provide John Huang to the Committee for testimony as soon as possible. Now, the 
Department has erected yet another barrier to this Committee's investigation. 

Perhaps the most outrageous claim made by the Department is that the Committee 
does not even need to grant immunity to Mr. Huang. In his letter. Acting Assistant 
Attorney General Jennings claimed that: “(wje have no reason to believe that Mr. Huang 
will refuse to answer the Committee's questions on [campaign financing] issues." My 
staff has met with Mr. Huang's counsel, Ty Cobb, who has informed us of the scope and 
nature of the Justice Department espionage investigation. According to Mr. Cobb, all of 
the Asian-American individuals solicited by Huang while he was at the DNC are subjects 
of the espionage investigation. In addition, Mr. Huang's superior, James Riady, is a 
target of that investigation. Accordingly, Mr. Huang will not answer any questions 
relating to the following subjects without a grant of immunity from the Committee: (I) 
his contacts with James Riady and other Lippo executives; (2) any of his fundraising at 
the DNC; (3) any involvement of James Riady or Lippo in providing contracts or money 
to Webster Hubbell; and (4) most of his duties at the Commerce Department. If Mr. 
Cobb's understanding of the Justice Department's investigation is mistaken, please 
inform him immediately, in writing. However, if Mr. Cobb is correct, and Mr. Huang 
cannot testify on a number of central matters relating to his fundraising activities, I must 
conclude that the Department's letter of September 10 is intentionally misleading. 
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As you know, I believe that the Department has badly bungled Huang's 
sentencing. The Department offered Mr. Hoang a lenient plea bargain, and then blocked 
this Committee from interviewing Huang before he was sentenced I requested that Mr. 
Huang’s sentencing be delayed, and that be be required to cooperate with Congress as a 
condition of his plea agreement Last month, the Department took the position that 
Huang should be sentenced right away so that the Committee could receive his testimony. 
Acting Assistant Attorney General Joinings stated that: M [t]he Department respects the 
importance of the Committee’s oversight responsibility. This is why we pushed for the 
earliest possible sentencing date for Mr. Huang and asked him to cooperate with the 
Committee.” Mr. Jennings conveniently failed to inform the Committee that the 
Department was conducting a separate investigation that would keep Mr. Huang from 
testifying for at least two more months. 

The news that you are conducting an espionage investigation of Mr. Huang leads 
me to ask a number of questions: 

• Why did the Department rush to sentence John Huang in early August, when you 
apparently had not even conducted a preliminary examination of the espionage 
case against Mr. Huang? Common sense would dictate that you would not make 
a lenient plea bargain with Mr. Huang, and agree to a light sentence against him, 
before you had even evaluated the evidence against him on related espionage 
charges. 

• When was this investigation started? Why couldn’t all of the matters relating to 
the espionage case against Huang have been resolved in the last two and one-half 
years that the Department has been investigating Huang? 

• How is it that the Department hopes to conduct a thorough espionage 
investigation against Huang, and still assure the Committee that the “present 
phase” of the investigation will be completed in just 60 days? Given the fact that 
the Department ended up securing a meager sentence of probation against Mr. 
Huang after two years of investigating, I do not expect that two months more of 
investigation will yield a great deal. 

• Why did the Department choose to separate espionage charges against Huang 
from all of the other charges against him? Mr. Huang’s counsel has told us that 
Mr. Huang has interviewed with the Department on approximately 20 different 
occasions. Each time that Mr. Huang spoke with Department investigators, be 
was provided a letter granting him use immunity for everything that he told the 
investigators. In the course of these interviews, the Department presumably 
obtained extensive evidence relating to the Riady family and the Iippo Group. 

As a result, if the Department now attempted to bring a case against Huang on 
espionage charges, it would have seriously jeopardized its own case. 

Absent satisfactory answers to these questions, I am left with the inescapable 
conclusion that the D epart ment is not conducting a serious espionage investigation of 


2 
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John Huang. It appears, rather, that the Justice Department is merely making excuses to 
further delay and hinder this Committee’s efforts to obtain testimony from John Huang. 

According to his counsel, Mr. Huang is ready and willing to cooperate with the 
Committee's investigation, ‘'assuming the Department of Justice acts rationally and 
cooperatively,” and approves the Committee’s grant of immunity. However, it appears 
that the Department is not acting rationally or cooperatively. In fact, the Department’s 
current effort to obstruct the Committee is just one of many. The American people and 
this Committee have waited long enough to hear testimony from Mr. Huang. Please 
reconsider your position on immunity for Mr. Huang, so that the Committee can proceed 
without any further delay. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


ce: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 

All Members, Committee on Government Reform 
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September 28, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, DC 20530 

Dear General Reno: 
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On July 15, 1999, Deputy Assistant Attorney General John C. Keeney, Public Integrity 
Section Chief Lee J. Radek and Faith Burton from the Office of Legislative Affairs met with 
representatives of the Committee on Government Reform and die Subcommittee on National 
Economic Growth, Natural Resources and Regulatory Affairs. They discussed the Department 
of Justice’s decision not to indict former White House Associate Counsel, now Deputy Counsel, 
Cheryl Mills for peijury and obstruction of justice. 

During this discussion, your stafT explained die rationale for the Justice Department's 
refusal to prosecute Ms. Mills. As part of that discussion, it was related to my staff by Mr. 

Radek that a lack of consensus within the Committee was a factor in the Department's decision 
not to prosecute Ms. Mills, or even initiate its own investigation of the matter. Mr. Radek went 
on to say that since the Committee as a whole '‘did not feel victimized,” the Justice Department’s 
“enthusiasm [to investigate or prosecute] was dampened/’ 

I find this revetation to be deeply troubling. The notion that disagreement in a political 
body would influence the Justice Department's decision-making is problematic. The 
examination of the facts of this case - or any case - should not be viewed through the lens of 
politics. In essence, Mr. Radek has suggested that one political party, by virtue of what the party 
whip convinces his colleagues to do, has a full or partial veto of Justice Department 
prosecutions. I am surprised that an Attorney General would allow such an absurd position to 
take root at the Justice Department, 

The extraordinary importance of Mr. Radek 1 s observation goes beyond academic interest. 
From my perspective, there has been, on occasion, a conscious effort to bypass fact and label 
legitimate Congressional oversight as “partisan." This was highlighted in a recent book written 
by Elizabeth Drew. In The Corruption of American Politics, she wrote about the White House 
strategy for dealing with scandals: 
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[Don] Goldberg a lanky bearded thirty-eight-year-old [former White House 
lawyer], candidly explained to me the White House strategy for adversarial 
hearings by the Republican Congress. “It’s an obvious strategy” he said. 

“On the Hill, if you don’t have much to go on, you decry the partisanship, and 
the print reporters will write in the first or second paragraph, and the TV 
stories will begin, ‘In a hearing mired in partisanship/ and then they get to the 
subject of the hearing and you’ve won. That’s Damage Control 101. 

While I was surprised that the White House would be so brazen as to admit how it approached 
Congressional oversight, the fact of this strategy was hardly a surprise. It was, however, a great 
surprise for me to leam that the Department of Justice would reward this unfortunate tactic by 
factoring in - to any degree, even the slightest - the presence of “partisan" positions taken in 
Congress. Mr. Radek’s admission that the lack of a bipartisan mandate for criminal referrals is a 
factor in the Department’s decision-making is not only an insult to prosecutors, it is also a 
capitulation to a strategy that is practiced in complete disregard of facts or the public good. That 
one of the individuals who has made many of the most important decisions in the campaign 
finance investigation would interpret the law in such a fashion is, to say the least, extraordinary. 

I ask that you repudiate Mr. Radek’s position and instruct your staff that henceforth 
decisions to prosecute or decline prosecution will be made on the facts, and not - even to the 
slightest degree - on whether a political party has cast a pall of “partisanship" over a particular 
issue. Mr. Radek’s revelation was tantamount to an admission that you have given the 
Democratic minority in Congress partial veto power over criminal referrals made pursuant to 1 8 
U.S.C. 1001. Mr. Radek’s position also casts doubt upon representations made by Assistant 
Attorney General James Robinson in his July 8, 1999, letter to Chairman McIntosh, where he 
said; “It was on the basis of such an analysis, wholly unrelated to political considerations , that 
career prosecutors inihe Criminal Division reached their decision concerning theal legations 
against Ms. Mills." (emphasis added) 

This is one more example that calls into question the judgment of those you have relied 
upon in the campaign finance investigation. I can only wonder how many decisions made by 
Mr. Radek relied upon his extremely flawed understanding of how the Justice Department should 
conduct itself. 



l Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Ike Honorable Henry Waxman 

The Honorable David McIntosh 

David Vicinanzo, Chief, Campaign Financing Task Force 

Jon Jennings, Acting Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legislative Affairs 
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Faith Buxton 

Office of Legislative Affairs 
Department of Justice 
Room 1603 

Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Ms. Burton: 

I am writing to confirm our conversation yesterday regarding the Atlantic Fleet Training 
Facility at Vieques, Puerto Rico. I indicated that Committee staff would like to speak with the 
United States Attorney regarding recent incidents at Vieques. In particular, the Committee is 
interested in the decision not to investigate or prosecute individuals who are trespassing on and 
removing unexploded ordnance from the island 

Committee staff will be in Puerto Rico on October 7 and 8, 1999. We would appreciate 
if the Department would arrange a meeting on one of those dates. Thank you for your assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Kristi L. Remington 
Senior Counsel 
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UJS. Department of Justice 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Washington. D.C 20535 

October 6, 1999 


honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee .on Government Reform 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

In a letter to Director Freeh dated September 7, 1999, 
you requested analysis of portions of Forward Looking Infrared 
Radar (FLIR) videotapes made by the FBI on April 19, 1993 at the 
Branch David i an compound in Waco, Texas. As a result of 
subsequent conversations with your staff, the FBI has arranged 
for an expert selected by the Committee to perform an analysis of 
the FLIR tapes on behalf of the Committee. 

-In order to facilitate this review, the FBI has agreed 
to accommodate the specifications that your expert has requested. 
In addition, we will make available digital masters of the FLIR 
tapes from April 19, 1993, which provide higher resolution than 
the VHS tapes. 

Arrangements have been made for the analysis to be 
conducted in the FBI Laboratory on Tuesday, October 12, 1999 
beginning at 10:00 a.m. 

We hope that this accommodation satisfies the needs 
of the Committee and we look forward to working with you on this 
important oversight matter. If you have any questions, please 
feel free to contact me. 


Sincerely, 



ssistant Director 
Office of Public and 
Congressional Affairs 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C. 20530 

October 6, 1999 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This confirms our recent telephone conversations with Committee staff about their request 
to interview the United States Attorney, Guillermo Gil, in San Juan, Puerto Rico tomorrow. The 
letter, dated October 1, 1999, from a Committee Senior Counsel, indicated that you are interested 
in talking with him about recent events at Vieques, including possible decisions about whether or 
not to prosecute individuals in connection with conduct there. 

As we have advised Committee staff, the continuing protest at Vieques and other actions 
relating to the Navy’s use of that island as well as any law enforcement action there remain under 
consideration within the Department. Consequently, consistent with the Department’s policy on 
pending matters, the United States Attorney will not be in a position to comment on decisions that 
may have been made up to this point or may be made in the future regarding that matter. The one 
exception to this pertains to an apparent misunderstanding about a position taken by the U.S. 
Attorney, which he clarified in a news release on September 9, 1999. A copy of the news release, 
which was faxed to Committee staff yesterday, is enclosed. In our telephone conversation 
yesterday, your staff expressed an interest in talking with Mr. Gil about the matters set forth in the 
news release. Accordingly, as we advised Committee staff late yesterday, Mr. Gil will be 
available in his office at 2:00 p.m. tomorrow to meet with staff about the news release. 

We appreciate your understanding of our concerns about this pending law enforcement 
matter. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like additional assistance regarding this 
or any other matter. 


Sincerely, 

Jon P. Jennings 

Acting Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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October 7, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 

Attorney General 

U.S. Department of Justice 

10* and Constitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

Under the authority of House Rules X and XI, the Committee on Government Reform is 
conducting an oversight investigation into events surrounding the Branch D&vidian standoff in 
Waco, Texas. Aspait of this investigation, the Committee will be requesting interviews with 
various Justice Department and FBI officials. 

The purpose of this letter is to request that three Justice Dep artm ent officials be made 
available far interviews with Committee staff the week of October 18: Jeffrey Axebad, James G. 
Touhey, Jr., and Marie Hagen. My staff has discussed this matter with the staff of Senator 
Danfbrth, who is acting as special counsel in this matter. It ismyundentandingfoatSeQator 
Danforth’s office will also request to interview these three individuals the same week, prior to 
interviews with my staff. This arrangement is satisfactory to me. 

Prior to these interviews, I would like to reiterate my request ofScptembcr 10 (attached) 
for production of all copies of die 49-page report produced to the Committee on September 9. 

As you will recall, Mr. Touhey’ s memo to Mr. Axebad stated, "our database contains multiple 
copies of the document, most of which contain all 49 pages.” The subpoena to foe Justice 
Department requires the production of "any and all originals and identical copses” of foe report. 
In order to be in compliance with the Committee’s subpoena, your department is required to 
produce all copies of the report as they exist in Justice Dep art ment files, identifying whore each 
copy was located. It is very important that this material be provided to foe Committee prior to 
the interviews requested above. 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
October 7, 1999 
Page 2 


Please have yonr staff contact my Chief Counsel, Jim Wilson (225-5074), to make 
arrangements for these interviews and production of the aforementioned documents. Thank you 
far your cooperation. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


enclosure 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Government Reform 

Mr. Stuart Levey 

Office of Special Counsel John Danforth 
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Ms. Faith Barton 
Office of Legislative Affairs 
Department of Justice 
Room 163 

Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C 20530 


Re: Production of Waco Documents 


DearMs.Binton: 

Following our visit to your contractor’s office to perform an initial survey of 
documents gathered by the Department of Justice, we have an attached list, derived from 
the hinder yon furnished, of documents we wish to be produced It is important to note, 
however, that the list of documents requested is not our final list, just an initial list of 
documents which we need to review first, ft is my understanding that the remaining 
documents will be stored, indefinitely, pending farther requests. 

Please contact me as soon as possible to discuss a timetable for the Committee to 
obtain these documents. 


Sincerely, 


cc: Ken BaHen 


Mate Chretien 
Senior Counsel 
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The following information identifies documents listed in the binder provided to the 
Committee entitled, “Waco Indices of Documents Produced in Response to Subpoena.” 
More detailed descriptions of the documents may be located in that binder. 

Documents listed under tab: CSTS 

Office of the United States Attorney, W.D. Texas 

I. Documents prepared for use in United States v. Brad Branch, etal , No. 93-CR- 
046 

# of Poes Location 

3 box 28 

130 box 38 

21 box 38a 

136 box 38b 

4 box 45 

14 box 47 

22 box 54 

14 box 58 

102 box 59 

5 box 60 

3 box 63 

II. Documents contained in filing cabinets in Room 81 19, NY Ave. Building 

# of Docs Location 

23 cabinet 1, drawer 2 

24 cabinet 1, drawers 4 A 5 

27 cabinet 1 

72 cabinet 2, drawers 1,2, & 3 

Documents listed under tab: FTCA 
All of boxes 5-7 
All of boxes 11-13 
AH of box 15 
All of boxes 17-19 
AH of boxes 27-31 
AH of box 33 
AH of boxes 35-36 
AH of boxes 38-40 
AH of boxes 42-47 
AH of boxes 50-51 
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8 October 1999 


Ms. Ekni P. Kalisch 

Office of Public and Congressional Affairs 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C 20535 


Re: Production of Waco Documents 


Dear Kalisch: 

Following our visit to ycmr office to peifonn an initial survey of documents 
gathered by the FBI, we are asking tbit the following items be produced to the 
Committee: 

1. All items in the “San Antonio ‘WACMUR* Hie” 

2. All items in the “Headquarters ‘WACMUR* file" 

3. All items in the “DOJ Material [Fire & Gas Documents, Fact Folders ^ 
DGJ Reports]" 

4. All items in the “Laboratory Division" File 

5. All items in the “HRT Material [Copies of Material Seized by the US 
Marshal Service] Hk” 

6 . AD items in the “Held Office Material” Hie 

It is important to note, however, that the list of items requested is not our final list, 
just an initial list of items which we need to review first It is n^undewtanding that the 
remaining items will be stored, indefinitely, pending fwther requests. 
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Please contact me as soon as possible to discuss a timetable for the Committee to 
obtain these documents. 


cc: Ken Ballen 


Sincerely, 

Marc Chretien 
Senior Counsel 
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October 12, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington. D.CL 20530 

Re; Items Requested by the Committee 
Dear General Reno: 

I write to draw your attention to the growing number of items that have been 
requested or subpoenaed by the Committee over the past several months that the Justice 
Department has failed to produce. The Department's consistent, unexplained tardiness is 
unacceptable. 

A. Documents Relating to John Huang and Charlie Trie 

On July 29, 1 999, 1 issued a subpoena requiring the Department to produce all 
records relating to the investigations of Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie and John Huang. Shortly 
after I issued the subpoena, Justice Department staff requested guidance on what 
documents the Committee wanted to receive first, given that the subpoena required the 
production of a large number of documents. As I have noted previously, my staff told 
your staff several times that the Committee wished to receive all FBI 302 forms relating 
to those two investigations. On August 26. 1 wrote to you to point out the fact that the 
Committee had still not received any documents responsive to the subpoena. 1 also 
pointed out the fact that the closing of the Huang case should have facilitated the 
immediate production of all FBI 302s relating to John Huang. 

Now another month has passed since 1 issued the subpoena for documents relating 
to Huang and Trie. I have not received any responsive documents, or any explanation 
why they have not been produced. I fail to understand why the Justice Department has 
not provided all 302 forms relating to the John Huang investigation. These interview 
forms axe critically important to the Committee as it begins consideration of immunity for 
John Huang. As I noted in a letter to you earlier this week, the Justice Department has 
already delayed the Committee's consideration of immunity for Huang. Now, your 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Page 2 


failure to provide these documents presents yet another impediment to the Committee’s 
investigation. 

B. Documents Relating to the Charles Parish Investigation 

On June 17, 1999, 1 sent a request to the Federal Bureau of Investigation for all 
records relating to the investigation of Charles Parish. On June 20, 1999, 1 sent another 
letter to Director Freeh, informing him of the importance of receiving the requested 
documents prior to the Committee’s July 29 hearing. I then learned that the FBI had 
provided the documents to the Justice Department prior to the hearing, but that the 
Department failed to forward the documents to the Committee, despite the Committee’s 
clear need. On August 3, 1999, 1 sent a letter to you, requesting the immediate 
production of the Parish records. After 1 sent that letter, my staff was informed by your 
staff that the documents were under review, and would be produced to the Committee in 
the near future. Almost two months have passed since we received that assurance. 

Your failure to produce the Parish records, is again, inexplicable. I have been 
informed that there are not a great deal of records at issue. Moreover, in light of the D.C. 
Circuit’s new ruling, the records should need little redaction to remove grand jury 
information. Accordingly, the unexplained delay in responding to my request adds to the 
perception that you are attempting to impede this Committee’s investigations of the 
campaign fundraising scandal. 

C. Questions Regarding Testimony by Line Attorneys 

On July 15, 1999, Committee staff met with Public Integrity Section Chief Lee 
Radek, Deputy Assistant Attorney General John C. Keeney, and Legislative Affairs 
staffer Faith Burton. During that meeting, Ms. Burton stated that Justice Department line 
attorneys had been questioned by Congress in the Rocky Bats investigation only because 
they had spoken to the media previously. On August 3, 1999, 1 wrote to you and posed 
several questions related to this position. I have yet to receive a response to those 
questions. To assist you in providing a response, I will pose the questions again. First, is 
it true that all Justice Department attorneys made available for Congressional questioning 
during the Rocky Flats matter had spoken to the media? Second, is it the Department’s 
position that contacts with the media should be considered relevant to the decision to 
make [Department attorneys available to Congressional committees? 

The Committee is interested in receiving an answer to these questions, as well as 
a clear statement of the Justice Department’s position on Congressional questioning of 
line attorneys, I have made several requests to interview line attorneys, but have received 
considerable resistance from the Department I would be disappointed to learn that the 
Department used a more lenient standard to permit questioning of line attorneys by 
Chairman Dingell’s committee. 
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D. Request for Review of Freeh and La Bella Memoranda 

On September 17, 1999, at the conclusion of the Committee's interview of Lee 
Radek, Committee staff requested that the Department make the Freeh and La Bella 
memoranda regarding the appointment of an independent counsel for campaign finance 
available for further review by the Committee. In light of the D.C. Circuit’s new ruling 
on Rule 6(e), substantial portions of the memos should be unredacted and made available 
to the Committee. As you will recall, you allowed the memoranda to be reviewed by 
myself and Committee staff last year. Therefore, 1 can see no reason that you would not 
permit me and Committee staff to review the memos again, in their less redacted format. 

E. Response to Committee Subpoena Regarding Press Leaks 

On August 4, 1999, 1 issued four subpoenas to the Justice Department. One of 
those subpoenas called for all records relating to investigations of unauthorized leaks 
from the Justice Department. I attached to the subpoena nine newspaper articles that 
cited Justice Department or law enforcement sources. The Committee has not received 
any response to this subpoena. If the Department has documents responsive to the 
subpoena, they are long overdue. If the Department does not have any responsive 
documents, please confirm that fact in writing. 

As you know, this Committee approved a contempt citation against you in the 
past for failing to comply with a subpoena. Your failure to comply with the Committee’s 
requests could result in the same action being taken again. Please provide a reply to this 
letter by October 15, 1999. If you have any questions about this matter, please have your 
staff contact the Committee’s Chief Counsel, James C. Wilson, at 225-5074. 


.Sincerely, 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxraan, Ranking Minority Member 
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October 13, 1999 


Attorney General Janet Reno 
United States Department of Justice 
Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Request for Documents 


Dear Genera] Reno: 

I am writing to request the Department of Justice to produce certain records to the 
Committee. According to the enclosed Department of Justice press release, Silvia 
Baraldini was transferred from the United States to Italy. Please produce the transfer 
request made under the Council of Europe Convention on the Transfer of Sentenced 
Persons (the Strasbourg Convention). Also, please produce supporting documents under 
Articles 6, 10, and 1 1 of the Strasbourg Convention, all exclusionary declarations, the 
immunity assurance agreement, and all compliance documents. Please provide the 
requested documents to the Committee by October 19, 1999. 

If your staff has any questions about this request, please have them contact the 
Committee’s Chief Counsel, Janies C. Wilson, at (202) 225-5074. Thank you for your 
cooperation. 



Enclosure 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
CRM 

TUESDAY, AUGUST 24, 1999 
(202) 514-2007 
WW.USDOJ.GOV 
TDD (202) 514-1888 


DEPARTMENT OT JUSTICE STATEMENT 
REGARDING THE TRANSFER OF SILVIA BARALDINI 


The governments of the United States and Italy have agreed to the transfer 
of inmate Silvia Baraldini, a 51-year-old Italian national who has been 
living in the United States since 1961, pursuant to the Council of Europe 
Convention on the Transfer of Sentenced Persons (the Strasbourg 
Convention). Today, Baraldini’s consent to the conditions of the transfer 
was verified at a hearing before United States Magistrate-Judge Michael H. 
Dolinger in the Southern District of New York. 

Baraldini will now be turned over to Italian authorities, who will 
transport her to Italy to continue serving her sentence. Under the 
agreement, she will serve the entire sentence imposed on her by the 
American courts, but will serve the remainder of that sentence in Italy. 

It was further agreed that she will serve the sentence in a manner that is 
similar to that under which she would have served her sentence in the 
United States. 

In September 1983, Baraldini was convicted of racketeering and conspiracy 
under federal Racketeer Influence and Corrupt Organization (RICO) statutes 
for her participation in the affairs of a terrorist group. The group 
committed a series of armed robberies of armored trucks in which two 
Brinks guards and two Nyack, N.Y., police officers were killed. Baraldini 
also was convicted of participating in the attempted armed robbery of an 
armored truck and the breaking out of prison of Joanne Chesimard, a group 
associate who was serving a life sentence for killing a New Jersey state 
trooper. 

Baraldini was sentenced to 40 years imprisonment for those offenses. In a 
second, subsequent trial, she was convicted of serious criminal contempt 
and was sentenced to three additional years in prison, with two brief 
interruptions before her first trial, Baraldini has been in prison since 
November 1982. She is scheduled for mandatory release in March 2008 based 
on her accumulated good conduct time credits. 

Baraldini has served approximately 16 years of her sentence. Italy has 
guaranteed that Baraldini will serve the remaining nine years of her 
sentence if she is transferred to Italy, and has secured the necessary 
judicial and executive approvals to enforce that guarantee, including the 
approval of the conditions and confirmation of the sentence by the Italian 
Court of Appeals in Rome. 

This transfer is the result of many years of discussion between-the 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 






& 


Washington. D.C 20535 

October 14, 1999 


Mr. Janies Wilson 
Chief Counsel 

House Committee on Government Reform 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

On Tuesday, October 12, 1999, at the Committee's request, 
the FBI arranged for Mr. Carlos Ghigliotti, an individual 
retained by the Committee, to review digital master copies of the 
Forward Looking Infrared (FLIR) videotapes made by the FBI on 
April 19, 1993 at the Branch Davidian compound near Waco, Texas. 
Following Mr. Ghigliotti's review of portions of the FLIR digital 
masters, you contacted me with regard to the accessibility of the 
original FLIR tapes. 

As explained in yesterday’s meeting with Mr. Ghigliotti and 
Committee^ staff, the FBI's FLIR has the capacity to make two VHS 
recordings simultaneously. In order to provide continuous 
coverage, however, the starting time of these tapes is staggered. 
We have been able to locate seven FLIR tapes from April 19, 1993, 
the status of which is as follows: 

• The first tape begins at 5:58 a.m. and ends at 8:00 a.m 
with a corresponding tape which begins at 5:57 a.m and 
ends at 7:57 a.m. Both of these tapes have been in the 
custody of the united States Marshals Service since 
September 1, 1999, and were transported to the Court on 
October 1, 1999. We believe that the tape from 5:58 
a.m. to 8:00 a.m. is an original but we have been 
unable to make such a determination regarding the 
corresponding tape from 5:57 a.m. to 7:57 a.m. 


PM/OOJ 
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Mr. James Wilson 


• The second FLIR tape begins at 7:57 a.m. and ends at 
9:28 a.m. when the first crew shift finished. We have 
been unable to locate any corresponding tape for this 
period nor have we been able to determine if the copy 
we have is an original. This tape has also been in the 
custody of the U.S. Marshals since September 1, 1999, 
and was also transported to the Court on October 1 , 
1999. 

• The third FLIR tape begins at 10:42 a.m. and ends at 
12:16 p.m. This tape was located in the FBI's 
investigative file and is believed to be the original. 
The corresponding tape begins at 10:41 a.m. and ends at 
12:41 p.m. Our files contain several copies of this 
tape but we have been unable to locate the original of 
this corresponding tape. Both the original FLIR tape 
and a copy of the corresponding tape are pending 
delivery to the Court. 

• The fourth FLIR tape begins at 12:16 p.m. and ends at 
1:39 p.m. This tape was also located in the FBI’s 
investigative file and is believed to be the original. 
The corresponding tape begins at 12:41 p.m. and ends 
at 2:01 p.m. The tape, however, was only recording 
from 12:41 p.m. to 1:39 p.m., 1:56 p.m. to 1:56 p.m., 
and from 1:59 p.m. to 2:01 p.m. and contains only an 
additional 4 minutes of tape when compared to its 
counterpart. Our files contain several copies of this 
tape but we have been unable to locate the original of 
this corresponding tape. Both the original FLIR tape 
and a copy of the corresponding tape sure pending 
delivery to the Court. 

As you and I discussed yesterday, the third (10:42 a.m. to 
12:16 p.m.) and fourth (12:16 p.m. to 1:39 p.m.) original 
videotapes are still in the custody of the FBI. You advised that 
Chairman Burton has contacted Judge Walter Smith and received his 
authorization to access and review these two original videotapes 
prior to their delivery to the Court. 


2 
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Mr. James Wilson 


Based on the Chairman’s conversation with the Judge, the FBI 
will make the third and fourth original videotapes available for 
the Committee on Friday, October 15, 1999 at 9:00 a.m. in the FBI 
Laboratory. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 


Special Counsel 
Office of Public and 

Congressional Affairs 



3 
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ULS. Department of Justice 


Criminal Division 


Attbunt Attorney General 


Washington. D.C. 20530 


October 14, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of September 28, 1999, to 
Attorney General Reno. As you are aware, on July 15, Deputy 
Assistant Attorney General John C. Keeney and Public Integrity 
Section Chief Lee Radek briefed Committee staff. 

That briefing provided information about the reasons that 
this Department declined to prosecute Deputy White House Counsel 
Cheryl Mills. During that briefing, congressional staffers were 
given a concise and complete listing of the reasons that a 
criminal prosecution for perjury or obstruction of a 
congressional inquiry could not and should not be brought against 
Ms. Mills. 

As an accommodation to staff members, Mr. Keeney and 
Mr. Radek then answered a number of questions and engaged in a 
frank conversation concerning the Mills matter and the reasoning 
that takes place in making prosecutorial decisions. During that 
part of the meeting, Mr. Radek pointed out that one minor factor 
at play in assessing this as a potential prosecution was that the 
defendant would have witnesses available from among the group 
that was allegedly victimized, members of the Subcommittee 
itself, who would testify that they believed that Ms. Mills' 
conduct did not obstruct their inquiry and that the statements 
were not false or material, a factor that would complicate any 
prosecution and raise doubt among the jury. 

If the victim denies that the crime occurred, a successful 

prosecution is far less likely. This is not to say that it 
renders a prosecution inpossible, for example, if it can be 
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demonstrated that the victim is recanting previous credible 
statements , or is refusing to cooperate because of fear of the 
defendant, or, as might be argued here, that the victim's 
testimony is influenced by partisan considerations. However, 
such potential testimony clearly would complicate any 
prosecution, and is a legitimate factor in deciding whether a 
case should be brought, as Mr. Radek was explaining. I am also 
informed that Mr. Radek explained that while this factor would 
constitute a problem at trial if the case were to go forward, it 
was not a determinative or even important factor in the decision 
to decline prosecution in this case. Mr. Keeney also emphasized 
this point. 

Consideration of this factor in deciding whether to bring a 
case is a straightforward assessment of the evidence that likely 
would have been introduced at trial and its potential effect on a 
jury; indeed, a prosecutor would be seriously remiss in ignoring 
such evidence in deciding whether to bring a case. Mr. Radek' s 
remarks were intended to be a frank discussion of the kinds of 
factors that prosecutors must consider. 

Prosecutive decisions of the Criminal Division and its 
Public Integrity Section are made on the merits. Any implication 
to the contrary in this matter is simply. wrong. 


Sincerely, 




K. Robinson 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 


The Honorable David McIntosh 
U.S. House of Representatives 
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October 19, 1999 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, DC 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

I am greatly concerned that the Federal Bureau of Investigation was not permitted to 
submit a written statement at the September 21, 1999, Committee on Government Reform 
hearing on the F.AJLN. clemency matter. The Committee requested a statement, the FJ3X 
drafted a statement, and this statement was submitted to the Department of Justice for approval. 
It is my underst andi ng that your staff had this statement for over one week, so there waa 
sufficient time to make the necessary redactions to accommodate the President's claim of 
executive privilege. Indeed, after the hearing, when we ultimately obtained the document 
pursuant to a Committee subpoena, we found that only a few lines were redacted from the seven 
page document From what we ultimately received, it was clear that die Presidential claim of 
executive privilege did not present any weighty issues for your staff to resolve. 

I am particularly concerned because I wrote you a letter specifically about tins matter 
before the hearing. My Chief Counsel had been informed that the Justice Department had 
withheld permission for the FJBX to submit a written statement Consequently, I wrote directly 
to you requesting that you permit the F.B.I. to submit a written statement Even though your 
staff allowed die Federal Bureau of Prisons to submit a statement; and provided instructions to 
them as late as 9:30 pm on the night before die hearing, the F3X was prevented from 
submitting a statement 

I am extremely concerned about this cavalier treatment of Congress. When we received 
the FJJX’s statement, I could understand why someone protecting the President's political . 
interests might have wanted it to be kept from the public. I do nq| understand, however, why the 
Attorney General of the United States would allow Congress to b* treated so shabbily. 

Therefore, I request an explanation as to why the Justice Department kept the statement from 
Congress and the American people. 

When Congress has to subpoena the Attorney General to turn over a statement prepared 
bytheFJBX for a Congressional hearing, it becomes abundantly clear that someone at the 
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Department of Justice is not acting in the interests of the American people. Please provide an 
explanation, in writing, of why the FJB.I. was not permitted to submit an opening statement for 
the Committee's September 21, 1999, hearing. 1 would appreciate a response by October 22, 
1999. If your staff has any questions about this matter, please contact my Chief Counsel, James 
C. Wilson. 


Sincerely, 


Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Director Louis J. Freeh, Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Jon Jennings, Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legislative 
Affaire 

Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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October 19, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, DC 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

Men, women and children have been permitted to trespass on the Vieques, Puerto Rico, 
military testing ground for many months. There are, at present, four encampments with full time 
residents. One of these camps is not on the perimeter of die island, and requires (he occupants to 
traverse areas where there are live bombs. I am particularly concerned for the safety of these 
individuals. The testing ground - and the waters around it - are filled with live bombs. While I 
understand the nature of die ongoing political protest, I have grave concerns that the presence of 
the protesters presents a risk of terrible tragedy. In feet, military personnel do not enter the area 
where some are camped without ordnance specialists. Given the fact that children have also 
been on the testing grounds, it is simply not enough to say that the individuals are responsible for 
their own destiny. If you are not prepared to permit that explanation to stand for those adults 
who have elected to smoke cigarettes, you certainly cannot allow that explanation to stand where 
people are living in the midst of unexploded bombs. Furthermore, as the head of the Department 
of Justice, which defends against legal claims brought against the United Stales of America, you 
should not contribute to (he possibility of an expensive lawsuit that would cost taxpayers a 
significant amount of money. 

While you misfit rationalize the decision to refrain from removing those trespassing in 
this very dangerous area, what will you say if a tragedy occurs and men, women or children are 
killed? It is my understanding that the Acting United States Attorney in Puerto Rico has publicly 
announced that he will prosecute individuals who endanger themselves by handling live 
ordnance on Vieques. This legalistic distinction, however, does not discourage individuals who 
are trespassing and who might not be able to understand the difference between live and inert 
bombs. There have already been a number of reported examples of individuals handling 
ordnance from the Vieques testing grounds. It would be small consolation indeed to say after a 
tragic death has occurred that you would have prosecuted the recently deceased. 
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Simply pul, the current Department of Justice policy encourages people to break the law. 
If that were all, I would have strenuous objections. In the case of Vieques, however, the United 
States government is allowing people to place themselves in considerable risk. I believe it is a 
dereliction of your duty as Attorney General to turn a blind eye to die possibility of terrible 
tragedy. 

I am also concerned that the Department of Justice has not followed evidence that 
indicates live ordnance has been taken from die island of Vieques. There appears to be a 
purposeful effort by the Department of Justice to ignore evidence. When my staff recently 
visited San Juan and spoke with F.B.I. employees, they were told that the F.B.I. could not verify 
that one individual had been handling unexploded military ordnance. My staff; however, spoke 
with at least one eyewitness to such an occurrence, and the names of other witnesses were 
offered. These people apparently have not been contacted. This leads me to conclude that some 
in your employment find it convenient not to know the answers to questions where Vieques is 
concerned. Again, there is a real risk of tragedy in this situation. If individuals have handled 
any type of military ordnance obtained from Vieques, there can be no guarantee that they will 
not harm themselves or other more innocent bystanders. 

The Justice Department should neither condone unlawful conduct, nor should it stand 
idly by while people place themselves at risk. Itwould be one filing if you were unaware of the 
potential for tragedy. Here, however, you have been fully forewarned. If you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to call me immediately 


Sincerely, 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Rear Admiral Kevin Moran, Commander Navy Region Southeast 

Director Louis J. Freeh, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Jon Jennings, Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legislative 
Affairs 

Hon. Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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October 19, 1999 


Director Louis J. Freeh 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20535 

Dear Director Freeh: 


Pursuant to the Committee on Government Reform’s ongoing investigation into 
the Waco tragedy, I request that you provide information about analyses conducted by or 
for the Department of Justice or the Federal Bureau of Investigation of the FBI’s April 
19, 1993, forward looking infrared imagery (“FLIR) tapes. Specifically, I would like to 
know the following: 

1. The date each analysis of the April 19, 1993, FUR tapes was commenced; 

2. The date of completion of each analysis of the April 19, 1993, FLIR tapes; 

3. The individual in charge of each analysis of the April 19, 1993, FLIR 
tapes. 

Please provide this information to the Committee by 5:00 pjn. on Friday, October 
22, 1999. If you have any questions about this request please have your staff contact my 
Chief Counsel, James C. Wilson. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Hon. Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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October 21, 1999 



Paid* Burton 
Congressional Liaison 
United Stales Department of Justice 
950 Penasylvinja Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20530 


Dear Ms. Bonoa: 


WbenCommittmstefrmtewifhyouMAapen Systems to inspect the collection of Waoo>re)ated 
documents being processed toe, we were told dud tact-searchable electronic veotens of die doconMOB 
were not available and that we would be receiving image-only version. However, documents reviewed by 
Co m m i ttee staff on October 19, 1 999 at die Department ofJuctke(DOJ)jD(ficateilmtDOj does m tee 
have the capabflity to perform text searches on electronic version* of Waco-related documents. 

For example, a memo from Marie Hagen (WWC095*002(MK125) refers to a system called, 
Xoncofdaiiee” which her staff received on Jujy 23, 1999 and which they were trained to opemten August 
5, 1999. Jim Touhey discovered the docu m e nt s referring to pyrotechnic rounds by uateg this system to 
search fir the.tenn "bt&bleheed” after seeing die term in a June 17, 1996 stteemcot by pbintifFs expert 
Richard Shcrrow (WWC095-005S-0062). 

The electronic copies of documents provided to the Committee to date are merely image-only 
Tagged Image Formal (1TF) files. The text information from die proem of Optical Character Recognition 
(OCR) has not been included, despite indicatkm cited above that at least a subset of Waco-related 
docuMata have gone through die process of OCR. 

IMS raises two issues. Fine, we would like to work with 700 and Aspea systems to overcom e any 
technical hurdles there may be to providing the Committee with complete and intact electronic copies of 
any documents produced — including underlying OCR text if it exist*. The OCR text itself is a “jicartP as 
defined in, md is therefore subject to, our subpoena. We understand dux OCR text is not 100 percent 
accurate, that it does not capture handwriting, and dot die image is ultimately the true representation of the 
original document However, for the same reasons DOJ finds it he^plhl far indexed text searches so would 
tb o Committee 


Second, we weald also like to provide a series aftext searches d»t can be used to define 
prioritised subsets of documents for production pursuant to our subpoena. Please contact me at your earliest 
convenience to discuss this matter farther. 


Sincerely, 

Marc Chretien 

Senior Inves ti gative Counsel 
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October 21, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Investigation by the Southern District of New York 

Dear General Reno: 


For the past two years, the Committee on Government Reform has conducted an 
investigation into potentially illegal acts by Orlando Castro Llanes and Charles A. 
Intriago. It is my understanding that the office of the U.S. Attorney for the Southern 
District of New York has conducted an investigation into allegations of obstruction of 
justice by Intriago and Castro. Please inform the Committee of the status of that 
investigation, including the identity of the targets of the investigation. 


Please provide the requested information by October 28, 1999. If you have any 
questions about this matter, please do not hesitate to contact the Committee’s Chief 
Counsel, James C. Wilson, at 225-5074. 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Wax man, Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C 20530 

October 22, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in further response to your letters of September 7, 1999 requesting the 
Department’s opinion on the Committee seeking immunity for John Huang pursuant to 
18 U.S.C. § 6005. In our September 10, 1999 letter, we stated that the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation had informed the Department that granting immunity to Mr. Huang at that time 
could threaten substantial harm to the investigation that the Campaign Financing Task Force was 
conducting of Mr. Huang regarding possible espionage or national security offenses. We 
explained that the FBI had authorized the Department to inform the Committee that it anticipated 
completing the pending phase of the investigation within 60 days of September 10 and, at that 
time, the Department and FBI would be able to advise the Committee on whether the FBI needed 
more time to complete the investigation. 

The FBI has now informed the Department that it has determined that the Committee 
seeking court-ordered immunity for Mr. Huang would no longer pose a significant threat to its 
ongoing investigation. Although the Bureau has not yet closed the investigation, it has concluded 
that the investigation has reached die stage that it should not prevent die Committee from 
obtaining Mr. Huang's testimony. Accordingly, the Department and Bureau withdraw our 
objection to the Committee requesting the Court to grant immunity to John Huang and compel 
him to testify pursuant to 1 8 U.S.C. § 6005. We also hereby waive the requirement of 1 8 U.S.C. 

§ 6005(b)(3) that the Committee provide the Department with ten days’ advance notice of its 
intention to seek an immunity order for Mr. Huang and compel his testimony. In addition, the 
Department does not intend to exercise its authority under 18 U.S.C. § 6005(c) to file an 
application with the District Court for a deferral of no more than twenty days in the Court’s 
issuance of an immunity order for Mr. Huang. 
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We are pleased that we have been able to resolve this issue regarding immunity for Mr. 
Huang. Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may provide you with additional information. 


Sincerely, 




Jon P. Jennings 

Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 


2 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D. C 20530 

October 22, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

In your letter of October 1 3, 1999, you requested that the Department of Justice produce 
certain records to the Committee concerning the transfer of Silvia Baraldini to Italy to serve the 
remainder of her prison sentence. In response to that request, please find enclosed the following 
documents: 

1. A letter dated April 14, 1998, from Attorney General Janet Reno to Giovanni Maria Flick, the 
Italian Minister of Grace and Justice, denying Italy’s fifth transfer request for 

Silvia Baraldini. (1-2) 

2. Italy’s sixth request pursuant to the Council of Europe Convention on the Transfer of 
Sentenced Persons (the Strasbourg Convention) for the transfer of Silvia Baraldini, dated August 
6, 1998. (3-8) 

3. A letter dated May 25, 1999, from Assistant Attorney General James KL Robinson to Giorgio 
Lattanzi, the General Director for Penal Affairs in the Italian Ministry of Grace and Justice, 
stating that the United States was prepared to approve the transfer of Silvia Baraldini if Italy 
would guarantee that she would serve her prison sentence in a manner approximating that under 
which she would continue to serve her sentence in the United States. (9-10) 

4. The final versions of Appendices A (“Guarantees to be agreed to by the Government of Italy 
prior to the transfer from the United States of Silvia Baraldini”) and B (“Current conditions of 
confinement for Silvia Baraldini”) referenced in Mr. Robinson’s letter, with a cover letter dated 
June 4, 1999. (11-15) 

5. A letter dated July 28, 1999, from OIrviero Diliberto, the Minister of Grace and Justice, to 
Attorney General Janet Reno stating that Italy had agreed to all the conditions requested by the 
United States, and informing the Attorney General that the Appeals Court of Rome had 
confirmed the conditions of the agreement when it recognized Silvia Baraldini ’s convictions and 
sentences for the purpose of making them enforceable under Italian law. (16-20) 
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6. The Sentenza (judgment) of the Appeals Court of Rome with a translation supplied by the 
Ministry of Grace and Justice (this translation was independently reviewed by the Department’s 
representative in Rome), stating, inter alia, that Baialdini's sentence will be continued, as 
provided for in Article 10 of the Strasbourg Convention. (Since the sentence was continued 
under Article 10, there are no documents relating to converting the sentence under Article 1 1 of 
the Convention.) (21-45) 

7. The order by the Appeals Court of Rome making corrections to the Sentenza. The offenses 
and sentences were correct, but the Sentenza had referenced both convictions as being in the 
Eastern District of New York (one was in the Southern District of New York). (Note that the 
Appeals Court of Rome had incorrectly set Baraldini’s release date as July 29, 2008, but since the 
correct date of March 29, 2008, was earlier, the matter could be handled administratively; the 
March 29, 2008, date is cited in Minister Diliberto’s letter of July 28, 1999 [item 5].) (46-56) 

8. The information on the Administration of the Sentence provided by the United States to Italy 
pursuant to Article 6 of the Strasbourg Convention. (57) 

9. The Satisfaction of Judgment showing that Silvia Baraldini’s $50,000 fine was paid. (58-59) 

1 0. A press release dated August 24, 1 999 (the date of Baraldini transfer to Italy), by Minister of 
Grace and Justice Oliviero Diliberto on the outcome of the Baraldini transfer. (60-62) 

1 1. A press release dated August 26, 1 999, by Minister of Grace and Justice Oliviero Diliberto 
reaffirming Italy’s intention to abide by the commitments made to the United States as to the 
service of Baraldini’s sentence in Italy. (63) 

We believe that these documents are the materials you requested We are unsure to what 
else the letter is referring when it asks for “all exclusionary declarations, the immunity assurance 
agreement, and all compliance documents.” Should you want any additional documents, we will, 
of course, try to provide them. 


Sincerely, 

Ov\^ 

Jon P. Jennings 

Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney Genera! Washington, D.C 20530 

October 26, 1999 


Hie Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letters, dated October 19, 1999, to the Attorney General and to the 
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation, which requested information about analyses conducted 
by or for DOJ or FBI of the FBI's April 19, 1993, forward looking infrared imagery ("FUR") 
tapes. In response to your requests, we are providing you with the commencement date of each 
analysis, the completion date (where complete) of each analysis, and the individuals in charge of 
each analysis. 

A. Maryland Advanced De^omnent Laboratory (MADL) 

1. Commenced: June 6, 1997 (update of analysis for the Washington Post) 

2. Completed: June 6, 1997 

3. Individual in charge: Norris Krone, Phi}. 

B. MADL (alleged gunshots analysis) 

1. Commenced: August 15, 1999 

2. Completed: not completed 

3. Individual in charge: Tom Ippolitto 

C. MADL (fire development analysis) 

1 . Commenced: approx. August 16, 1999 

2. Completed: September 3, 1999 

3. Individual in charge: Tom Ippolitto 


D. The FLIR tapes also were analyzed in 1993 in connection with fire fire and arson 
investigations. We do not know the precise dates the analyses started and were 
completed, but we refer the Committee to page five of the Fire Investigation Report 
issued on July 13, 1993, by Paul Gray, John Ricketts, William Cass, and Thomas 
^Etchings (a copy is set Ruth as Appendix D to the Report to the Deputy Attorney 
.General, dated October 8, 1993), and to die Fire Development Analysis submitted to the 
Department on September 8, 1993, by Professors James Quintiere and Frederick Mowrcr 
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of the University of Maryland. Professors Quintiere and Mowrer relied extensively on 
the FLIR tape in their analysis of the development of the fire. The copy of their report 
furnished to Congress in 1995 bears bates-stamp numbers WACO 000961 through 
001186. 

In addition. Dr. 1. William Ginsberg has reviewed the FLIR tapes in connection with his 
review of die scientific basis of die work of Dr. Edward Allard, plaintiffs expert, but Dr. 
Ginsberg has not analyzed the tapes. 

I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would 
like additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 

Assistant Attorney General 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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October 26, 1999 


Faith Burton 
Senior Special Counsel 
Office of Legislative Affairs 
United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20530 

Re: Huang 302’s Produced by the Justice Department 

Dear Ms. Burton: 

Please provide separate, legible copies of the attached page, Bates Numbers DOJ- 
H000197 and DOJ-H000198. In addition. Bates Number DOJ-H000162 was not 
included in the Department of Justice production. Thank you for your attention to this 
matter. 


Sincerely, 


< 


James C Wilson 
Chief Counsel 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


r> 


vr 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D. C. 20530 


October 28, 1999 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in further response to Section A of your letter of October 8. 1999. Our letter of October 
15, 1999 transmitted to the Committee 285 pages of FBI 302s of debriefing interviews of John Huang. 
Approximately 20 pages of the 302s were redacted to protect the ongoing investigation of potential 
espionage and national security matters regarding Mr. Huang. As you know, by our letter of October 22, 
we informed the Committee that the FBI had determined that the Committee seeking court-ordered 
immunity for Mr. Huang would no longer pose a significant threat to the ongoing espionage and national 
security investigation. 

Consistent with that determination, we are providing the Committee with copies of the 
unredacted 302s that the FBI had previously redacted to protect the investigation. Enclosed please find 
pages DOJ-H286 through DOJ-H306. These pages are unredacted versions of pages DOJ-H238 through 
DOJ-H258 that the Department provided the Committee on October 15. As is true for the 302s that we 
provided on October 15, foe Privacy Act would prohibit our public disclosure of the 302s and the 
information that they contain, but we are providing them to the Committee in response to its oversight 
request. See 5 U.S.C. 552a(b){9). We understand that since public release of these documents may 
implicate personal privacy or other compelling interests, the Committee staff will meet with 
representatives of the Bureau and Department to make necessary redactions prior to any public release of 
the documents. 

Please feel free to contact me if you wish to discuss any of the above matters further. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney' General 


Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Hairy Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 


■' 1999 
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November 1, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Grant of Immunity for Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie 

Dear General Reno: 

I am writing to formally request your opinion on a gram of immunity by the 
Committee on Government Reform to Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie, 

Charlie Trie, along with John Huang, is one of the central figures in the campaign 
fundraising scandal of 1996. The Committee and the American people have waited for a 
long time to hear testimony from Mr. Trie. Mr. Trie has repeatedly invoked his Fifth 
Amendment rights in response to inquiries from the Committee. More recently, in 1999, 
Mr. Trie pled guilty and began cooperating with the Justice Department’s campaign 
fundraising investigation. I attempted to delay Mr. Trie’s sentencing and obtain his 
cooperation before he was sentenced. Unfortunately, you did not agree with my request, 
and Mr. Trie has now been sentenced without providing any cooperation to this 
Committee. However, in recommending a sentence of three years probation to the 
sentencing court in Arkansas, your prosecutors stated that Mr. Trie had been “cooperative 
and truthful” throughout his interviews with Justice Department staff. I hope to obtain 
the same cooperation from Mr. Trie. 

Mr. Trie has now been sentenced by Judge Howard, and 2 can see no reason why 
the Justice Department should object to a grant of immunity by the Committee to Mr. 
Trie. As the Committee would like to vote on a grant of inununity prior to the recess, 
please respond to my request by November 3, 1999. 

hi addition to requesting the Justice Department’s opinion on a grant of immunity 
to Mr. Trie, this letter serves as formal notice under 18 U.S.C § 6005(b)(3) that the 
Committee may proceed to request such an order for Mr. Trie. In addition, this letter 
serves as a request that the Department of Justice waive its rights under 18 U.S.C. § 
6005(c) to request a deferral of the district court’s order granting immunity to Mr. Trie. 
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Please have your staff contact the Committee's Chief Counsel, James C Wilson, 
at (202) 225-5074, if you have any questions or need any additional information about 
this matter. 


Chairman 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington, D.C. 20530 


November^ 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 205 1 5 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of October 21, 1999 regarding Orlando Castro Llanes 
and Charles A. Intriago. As you know, longstanding Department of Justice policy severely limits 
what Department officials may say about whether we have undertaken a criminal investigation 
about a specific matter, as well as the status of any open criminal investigation or who its targets 
may be. I can, however, assure you that the Department, including all of the United States 
Attorney’s Offices, conducts its criminal investigations thoroughly and carefully and seeks to 
bring criminal charges when the law and facts so warrant. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of further assistance on this or any other 

matter. 


Sincerely, 


1 


Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Re: 


Dear General Reno: 


I am writing to request that the Justice Department provide documents relating to John 
Huang and Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie. All of the requested items are responsive to the Committee’s 
subpoena of July 29, 1999. 

First, 1 request that the Justice Department provide all records of interview of individuals 
relating to the investigation of John Huang. As you know, the Department has already provided 
the Committee with copies of all FBI 3Q2s for John Huang. These additional 302s, of other 
individuals involved in the Huang investigation, would greatly assist the Committee in evaluating 
Mr. Huang’s forthcoming testimony, as well as determining whether other witnesses should be 
called at public hearings. 

Second, I request that the Department provide all records of interview relating to the 
investigation of Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie, including all FBI 302s for Mr. Trie. As you know, I 
have requested these 302s on a number of occasions since my July 29. 1999. subpoena. Now that 
Mr. Trie has been sentenced, 1 can see no reason why the Justice Department would continue to 
withhold these documents. 


As you know, I have requested your opinion on a grant of immunity for Mr. Trie, and I 
plan an immunity vote for Mr. Trie in the near future. In addition, I am planning to hold hearings 
on Mr. Huang in the near future. Therefore, please provide the subpoenaed documents by 
November 12, 1999. Please contact the Committe e’ sCh ief Counsel, James C. Wilson, if you 
have any questions about this request 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 



Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington, DC. 20530 
November 9, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of November 1, 1999 requesting the Department’s views 
on the Committee seeking immunity for Yah Lin (“Charlie”) Trie pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 6005 
so that he could present public testimony before the Committee. As we have discussed with 
Committee staff, the Department has no objection to Mr. Trie testifying publicly about most 
matters that may be of interest to the Committee. Based on assessments provided by Department 
attorneys and FBI agents on the Campaign Financing Task Force, however, we have determined 
that Mr. Trie’s testimony at this time on certain matters could threaten substantial harm to two 
ongoing criminal investigations. 

We understand from our discussions with Committee staff that the Committee recognizes 
the importance of protecting these ongoing investigations and will develop a protocol that will 
assure that, if Mr. Trie were to testify before the Committee under court-ordered immunity, he 
would not be questioned about, or be permitted to testify about, any subject that could 
compromise the ongoing investigations. If the Committee is able to develop a mutually- 
acceptable protocol to protect the ongoing investigations, then the Department would not object 
to the Committee requesting the Court to grant immunity to Charlie Trie and compel him to 
testify pursuant to 18 U.S.C. § 6005. In such a case we would also waive the requirement of 18 
U.S.C. § 6005(b)(3) that the Committee provide the Department with ten days’ advance notice of 
its intention to seek an immunity order for Mr. Trie and compel his testimony. In addition, we 
would not exercise our authority under 18 U.S.C. § 6005(c) to file an application with the 
District Court for a deferral of no more than twenty' days in the Court’s issuance of an immunity 
order for Mr. Trie. 
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Please do not hesitate to contact me if l may provide you with additional information. 

Sincerely, 

Jon P. Jennings 

Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 


2 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington. D.C. 20530 

Re: Gram of Immunity for Yah Un "Charlie" Trie 

Dear General Reno: 

lam writing in response to the letter dated November 9, 1999, from Principal 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General Jennings regarding the Committee's scheduled vote 
on a resolution granting immunity to Charlie Trie. I appreciate the Department's 
willingness to drop its objection to a grant of immunity by the Committee. I hope that the 
Department's new position will allow a bipartisan vote in favor of immunity tomorrow. 

As my staff has indicated, 1 understand that the Department is conducting an 
active criminal investigation of two individuals relating to Mr. Trie. It is my 
understanding that Mr. Trie has provided the Department with important information 
regarding those two individuals. Accordingly, 1 will respect the Department's wishes, 
and avoid questioning Mr. Trie about those two individuals as long as they are under 
active investigation. I will also instruct other Members of the Committee to avoid 
questioning Mr. Trie about those two individuals. In addition, I welcome the attendance 
of Justice Department staff at any hearings, debriefings or interviews of Mr. Trie that the 
Committee conducts. 

Please contact the Committee's Chief Counsel, James C. Wilson, if you have any 
further questions about this matter. 


c 


' TYw, SttfTnH 


Dan Buxton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney GeneraJ 


Washington, D.C. 20530 

November 9, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U-S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Pursuant to the agreement that is set forth in your letter of November 9, 1999, the 
Department hereby informs the Committee that it does not object to the Committee requesting 
the Court to grant immunity to Mr. Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie and to compel him to testify pursuant 
to 18 U.S.C. § 6005. The Department also hereby waives the requirement of 18 U.S.C. § 
6005(b)(3) that the Committee provide it with ten days’ advance notice of its intention to seek an 
immunity order for Mr. Trie and compel his testimony. In addition, the Department will not 
exercise its authority under 18 U.S.C. § 6005(c) to file an application with the District Court for a 
deferral of no more than twenty days in the Court's issuance of an immunity order for Mr. Trie. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if 1 may provide you with additional information. 


Sincerely, 

Jon P. Jennings 

Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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Subpcna Ducts Tecum 

8utt)oritp of tfje notice of Ifcepresentatfoes of tfje 
Congees of tfje tHniteto states of America 

To . . ,yn}{& A ^ st at €8 # Department a of # Justice. Serve: . Honorable # Janet . Reno 

Yob are hereby commanded to produce the things identified on the attached schedule before the 

...Ml Committee on 

of the House of Representatives of the United States, of which the Hon. .Dan.. Buxton 

is chairman, by producing such things in Room ....215.7 of the 

Ra.yhura Building in the city of Washington, on 

Jtov.ember.12 at the hour of ....5;.0QEtt 

To Marla # pia . Tambtirr 1 or # the . United . States # Marshal^ Service 

to serve and make return. 

Witness my hand and die seal of die House of Representatives 
of die United States, at the city of Washington, this 

, 19.??..... 


Chairman. 



Attest: 
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Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C 20515 


United States Department of Justice 
Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 
Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record’s Bates number, author, description, and source tile. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chief Counsel James C Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 

Definitions and Instructions 

(1) For the proposes of this subpoena, the word "record’* or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredaeted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or “records* shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer" or "relate” and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 



1483 


and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to which 
you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have put in 
storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present 

(4) The conjunctions "or” and "and” are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with re s p ect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing In nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

Sub poenaed Items 

Please produce to the Committee all records relating to all interviews of President Clinton 
and Harold Ickes by the Campaign Financing Task Force. 


2 
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FBI FACSIMILE COVER SHEET 


PRECEDENCE 

CLASSIFICATION 

Immediate 

Top Secret 

Priority 

Secret 

X Routine 

Confidential 


Sensitive 


JL Unclassified 


DATE: 

utm 

TO: 

JIM WILSON 

MARC CHRETIEN 

FAX NO . : 

wmmm 

FROM: 

Eleni P. Kaliach 


Special Counsel, FBI 

Office of Public and Congressional Afiair* 

tel (2Q2) 

FAX (202) ■■■V 


NUMBER OF PAGES : 3 (including cover page) 
COMMENTS; 

Thought you’d find the attached later of interest 
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_ 13 i! 4 OPCfl FRONT OFFICE 


202 


i L od*B| jm. 


omc* OF B»WMU. CSUNOCL 
JONM e. DAMrORTM 


200 MOtTN ^MABWAT 
>▼. Law*. Mcftfluv ASIOI 
R»l«l >«KtOQO 


November $, 1999 


YlAlEPEBALBHagSS 

The Honorable Walter S. Smith, Jr. 

Dbuict Judge 
U. S. Courthouse 
fOOFtaddfo 
Vieo, Texas IfiTOl 

Re; bivefTifsdfio of th«Of5cr of Special CbmiAel C*OSCT3 1 « it reliioi to 

Ofl Action Ka W-96*CA-i39-,£aM O. Amdnuk. ettfT* P*&pJ> 
Qqjnodd, el aL,fe the lasted States District Cent for the Western 
District ofTcxjj, Waco Dinriaa 


Dear Jodie Smith: 


hi accordance with the ftclc eonfemicc b e t ween Your Honor, Torn Schwech, and me 
eallathb wedc. the Office of Spedal Cdvzzsdreqpeas datih* Court QComdB'ecdaxB^ m Covt> 
«9erdMd«stofForwifdI^1i^IaftuXod(^lJR")teefaBolocyiftXtt«iaerthttmostcbsel)r 
eppmsmeiei da caodhians under which such technology waa utilized U Mt Grad 00 April 
19, 1993. Yowladiailfam^^fKtDScMtorPiiifbohttoweama d er w tMl d iifwithto 
Qeiist with rapeci to the litem aid use of apettt «ad I believe fell the FUR rimasoo 
w pw x B i such a tppomsfy 


Tla purpo« feOSC*s request is vaystcai^itfbrwwd. Theism of wfcetfav a FUR used 
under the proper eonditiooi would sfaosr gunfire is a^aafioaol bods to the erne pending before 
Your Honor and to the OSCf charts ftvm the Attorney GoaervL The hod counsel for some of 
foe pfaiaziffiia the Ktipumpodtog before Yom Honor his nafcattd that it is hfo iaeBdonio 
ittfl^ste^reflnao of drc FUR actrvity Thai occurs 19, 1993. Counsel has soaod 

that bis efforts are bang tindared bemuse the Depertsuo* of Justice (“DoJ^ has allegedly 
»fthb>M udbap a ri oothar^^td ensure ao socmens dasaonsqa eioa (such as the malm and model 
oftfcs HIRequipoad) oa fog gonads foot such tnfemndou 1» protected, fom dbclomrcby a 
Tar cnflacemcBt techniques** priWIejc ind/oriudooil security couadaadoaa. WctfOSC 
qqxep no opinion oa whether these |rtvQegmaaipeopg^utt atpOio d . Howcnra; cornual for 
Do/ has indicated to die plaintif6 a a recent letter dm appm~(b*t several of >oar 

assumptions ahem foe fiats, the sdaae, and the expects ire in com; ant may wader useless toy 


P.02/03 
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Ifcr Honorable Walters. Smith, Jr. 

November 5, 1999 
Page 2 

conclusions icached...’* Iht Dot's abiiSty to withhold iafonwtioo appears to be the basis for 
c hato gag the accuracy of say conclusions readied. 

At the same time, the FBI has indicated that it would conduct m accurate iwcmtioa of 
the FUR activity for to OSC. Because die personnel of the OSC are pan of toDoJsnd have 
to proper clcaqpces, the OSCis net subject to the wane assertions of privilege or pro t e cte d 
security inretests as the plaintiffs are. so there would be no restrictions on to information that 
would flew fom to FBI to to OSC. this situation puts to OSC hi an awkward position for 
three reasons. First, to OSC b t»t comfortable with the ides of two HJR recreations^ a 
noopublic one which to FBI authorizes and a public one which DoJ is challenging- occurring 
simultaneously. Second, if to OSC wore to allow to FBI to conduct *HJ&Te<rettto 
without a disinterested observer, this office would be subject to claims of bias and posriMy even 
collusion, depending on to results of the test Thud, with DoJ already on record as challenging 
to reliability of say coaclusma reached by eounael for pla datififc, tore is no incentive for 
plaintiffs to conduct a neocreJ test. Thus, both to trust of the public and to truth-seeking 
proem are not beet sewed by the course of mots as toy are now unfolding. 

We propose toxefto to to Court sxqpervto a nee&ftl PUR re<scation. The Court 
wouk retain aa c epm . with to *arist*nGe of to OSC, if desired. The Court would order tot 
em expen ioqumI by to plahuiffi he cleaved te review to hdfammm aKsassdybiing withheld 
relative to to HJR eqniposwituiukr a Court protective aider. Both sides would be ordered to 
npne upon a written protocol tot would bmappmqpaato to condition ef April 19, 1950. The 
protocol would mdodr to mate or model of to FUR to type of aircraft, altitude, 

wrote conditions, ogle of to sun, type* ofwropccs, rapu&ty of fhssg oC to weapons* e®. 
BodisitowouU sags off on to protocol so to Heould art be challenged laiar. Tbeie-aeatien 
would ton occur wider to supcmnba of to Court sod its expert, wfch OSC l e prucnte &vM is 
tfnsdmee TlreCtoqqwwwiMsigftairaiitmminrifratingtotopmmctmefto 
protocol had bto achieve! or note aoydcviatin&s tod he crahe had approved. Bach side would 
fees be mailed a copy of to tape to utilize ash ms fit The parto would pay all town*. 

If yourm wxttwed is prating this course of action, we would be happy to mist you m 
locating to expert providing a to daft of to protocol, or i& any otor miner to you deem 
appropriate. Flcracaflroatiiytto to disem to suggestion Baton 

Sincerely yours, 

BdwtodUDewd.Jfc 

Depa*y Special Cornel 


BLZVcck 
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Snhpcaa Duces Tecum 

]Bp guttyoritp of tfje 3$ouoe of i&eprescentati'beo of tfje 
Coiigrw® of tfje ®mte& states! of America 


To .PSMT.WSOA .flf.JHSJttfie.. . SiW& ;. .Xhe-Honorahle.. Xaaet..Rexuj 

Yon ire hereby commanded to prodnce the things identified on the Cached schednle before the 

.?hU Committee on Sar/trmuat.XtifoxM 

of the House of Representatives of the Unfted States, of which the Hon. ....Qjm.Sur^oB. 

is chairman, by producin g such things in Room .2 152 of the 

Bwrhwn Building in the city of Washington, on 

J?p.YR»h«;.J.7th at the hour of 5 -QDek... 

To ..M«tA.EiA.X«»bnrxt 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Represent ati ve s 
of the United Stales, at the city of Washington, this 
...JQth day of ..Howwhor. 19 . 99 .... 



Chairman. 


Attest: 



OoStT 



Subpena for.Gepattment. ,o£ . Justice . . . 
5 GXY&. . Ufcft . toiwnefcin . tones . tone. . . . . 
lfltli . awl . Ggnesisvstao. Ms nvn 

Washington* ..9.Q . 39A3.Q 

before the Committee on the 

GAYftrnwwj; . to&m 


ek btP+9 JfchcC' 

• ••• •• »••• * mm * • • %p* o o •••••••••••«••«•••• 

<£) 2i3ofm- 

rWVTiW* *% V • •••••••••••••••••••••••••«•• 


House of Representetives 






1489 


SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Committee on Government Reform 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Department of Justice 

Serve: The Honorable Janet Reno 

Attorney General 

Department of Justice 

10th and Constitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 


The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs that indicate each 
record’s Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, please 
contact Senior Counsel Kristi Remington at (202) 225-5074. 

Definitions and Instructions 

1. For the purposes of this subpoena, the word “record” or “records” shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, contracts, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, 
documents, electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, 
messages, minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press 
releases, recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, 
talking points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or 
evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other 
machine readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. “Record” or “records” shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

2. For purposes of this subpoena, the terms “refer” or “relate” and “concerning” as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 



1490 


Page 2 of 2 


3. This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have 
put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the subpoena includes all documents to the present 

4. The conjunctions “or” and “and” are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

5. No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

6. If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

7. When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
-document, compilation of data or information by date, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

8. This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

9. Please provide a printed and, where possible, an electronic version of records. 
Electronic information may be stored on 3 Vi inch diskettes in ASCII format. In addition, please 
provide the Committee’s Minority staff with an identical copy of all records provided. 

Subpoenaed Items 

Please provide the Committee with the following: 

1 . All records relating to any investigations or surveillance regarding the relationship 
between Fuerzas Armadas Liberacion Nacional Puertoriquena (‘TALN”) and Cuba, 
including, but not limited to, the Cuban Government, Cuban agents, Cuban diplomats. 
General Intelligence Directorate (“DGI”). Cuban intelligence services, or the Cuban 
military. 

2. All records relating to any investigations or surveillance regarding the relationship 
between the Popular Boricua (EPB-Macheteros) and Cuba, including, but not limited 
to, the Cuban Government, Cuban agents, Cuban diplomats. General Intelligence 
Directorate (“DGI”), other Cuban intelligence services, or the Cuban military. 
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OWE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS 
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COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 
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November 17, 1999 


TOULANTOS CALrORNA 
ROBERT £ WISE JM WCSTvBICMU 
MAJOR R OWENS NEW YORK 
FOOLPHUS TOWNS NEW YORK 
PAULE KAHJORSKi PCNNSYI VANIA 
PAISVT MINK HAWAII 
LAHOlYNB MALONEY NEW YORK 
LUANUH HOLMES NORTON 
O-STRICT OF COLUMBIA 
CHAKAFATTAH PENNSYLVANIA 

Elijah E CummiNCS iaaRylanO 
OEnMS J KIJCPRCH 0«e 
ROOR BCAGOJE VICH ILLINOIS 

Danny k oavis 'luncxs 

JORiF TIERNEY MASSACHUSETTS 
AM TURNER HAAS 
-MOMASM ALIEN MAINE 
HAPOiOC »ORO A» TENNESSEE 
.ANCfD SChaaOWSKY ILLINOIS 


BCRNARO SANOERS. VERMONT. 
WOCPENOENT 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington. D.C. 20530 

Re: Product ion of Subpoenaed Documents 

Dear General Reno: 

I am writing to request that the Justice Department provide certain documents relating to 
John Huang and Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie. All of the requested items are responsive to the 
Committee’s subpoena of July 29, 1999. 

So that the Committee may adequately prepare for its upcoming hearings relating to John 
Huang and Charlie Trie, I request that the Department produce all records of interviews relating 
to the following individuals: 


1. 

Vice President A1 Gore 

14. 

Marvin Rosen 

2. 

Antonio Pan 

15. 

Vernon Weaver 

3. 

Richard Sullivan 

16. 

D. Vanessa Weaver 

4. 

David Mercer 

17. 

Bie Ong 

5. 

Arief Wiriadinala 

18. 

Maeley Tom 

6. 

Soraya Wiriadinata 

19. 

March Fong Eu 

7. 

Jude Kearney 

20. 

Rose Ochi 

8. 

Jane Huang 

21. 

Keshi Zhan 

9. 

Webster Hubbell 

22. 

Charles Duncan 

10. 

C. Joseph Giroir 

23. 

Doris Matsui 

11. 

Donald Fowler 

24. 

Terry McAuliffe 

12. 

Joseph Sandler 

25. 

Richard Mays 


13. Melinda Yee 


Please produce these records by December 1, 1999. If you have any questions about this 
request, please contact the Committee’s Chief Counsel, James C. Wilson. 



Chairman 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Wax man. Ranking Minority Member 
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HELEN CHCNOWCTH. IDAHO 
OAWO WITTER. LOUSMNA 


ONE HUNORED SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tlje fHniteb States 

$omfe of XUprtfentatfotf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

Majority m«m-30T« 

H*»n 007) 2ZS-E0SI 

ttt maHM 


TOM IANTOS. CAUPORNU 


EDOLPHUE TOWNS. NEW YORK 
MU I KAMJOMSKl. PENNSYL VANU 
PATSYT MMLNWWI 
CAfCLTNB MMXWEV. NEW YORK 
ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON 
OSrmCTOACOUNBM 
CHAKATATTAH. PENNSYLVANIA 
ELIJAH E CUIMMGS MARYIAMO 


MOO R. BLAOOUSVICH U.MOK 

OANNY K OAVIS. SUNOS 

JOHN r. TKRICV. MASSACHUSETTS 


JNTUWR.TtJUl 
THOMAS K ALLEN. MAINE 
HAROLDS FORD. JA . TCMVCSSEE 
JAAECE 0 SCNAKOW8KY. IU.M0M 


November 17, 1999 


Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
Department of Justice 

Tenth Street and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, DC 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

Your office has previously provided the Committee on Government Reform 
redacted versions of the following Department of Justice’s (DOJ) reports: 

• Evaluation of the Handling of the Branch Davidian Stand-off in Waco, Texas, 
February 28 to April 29, 1993 , Edward S.G. Dennis, Jr., dated October 8, 
1993 

• Report to the Deputy Attorney General on the Events at Waco, Texas, 
February 28 to April 19, 1993, Richard Scruggs, dated October 8, 1993 

The work of foe Committee on Government Reform now requires review of foe 
redacted portions of foe reports. I request that you provide the Committee unredacted 
copies of these reports by November 22, 1999. 

4 Please refer any questions to Mr. Jim Wilson, Chief Counsel, Committee on 
Government Reform, at (202) 225-5074. 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington, D.C 20530 


November 19, 3999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

House Committee on Government Reform 
U. S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

In response to your better to the Attorney General, dated November 17, 1999, please find 
unredacted copies of the following two reports: 

• Evaluation of the Handling of the Branch Davidian Stand-Off in Waco, 
Texas By The United States Department of Justice and the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation, by Edward S.G. Dennis, Jr., dated September 24, 1993; 
and 

• Report to the Deputy A ttorney General on the Events at Waco, Texas, 
February 28 to April 19, 1993 , by Richard Scruggs, dated October 8,* 

1993. 

It is my understanding that the draft report by Mr. Scruggs, which is enclosed, was never 
finalized. 

I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would 
like additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

— - 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 

cc: VThc Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress; of tfje ©niteb States 

ftottft of Repcmentattoat 


COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washmgton, DC 20615-6143 


November 22, 1999 



Jon leanings 

Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
Dep artm e n t of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20530 


Dear Mr. Jennings: 

Please inform this committee when the Federal Bureau of Prisons first provided the 
Office of L e g isla t ive Affairs, Department of Justice, with a copy of any joint BOP/FBI “Threat 
Assessment" of FALN/Macheteros inmates. Please respond by Wednesday, November 24, 1999. 


Sincerely, 

V 

JafesC. Wilson 
Chief Counsel 



cc: 


Honorable Henry A Waxraan 
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November 22, 1999 


John Coliingwood 

Federal Burean of Investigation 

Assistant Director 

Office of Legislative Affairs 

F.BX Building 

935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20535-0001 


Dear Mr. Coliingwood: 

Please inform this committee when representatives of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
were first requested to provide their views on the Committee on Government Reform request for 
any Threat Assessment” prepared by the FBI and Burean of Prisons discussing 
FALN/Machetcros inmates. Please respond by Wednesday, November 24, 1999. 


Sincerely, 




s C. Wilson 
f Counsel 


cc: 


Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
Patricia M. Ravalgi 
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Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C. 20530 


November 23, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to the letter from Marc Chretien of your staff, dated October 21,1 999, and 
supplements information we previously provided to other Committee staf£ concerning the extent 
to which the Department is able to conduct computerized text searches of records relating to the 
events at Waco. As we have advised Committee staff, and as discussed in greater detail below, 
there are two separate collections of scanned images maintained at Aspen Systems: the 
collection of documents scanned into computer files for purposes of responding to the 
Committee's subpoena of September 1, 1999 (the "Congressional collection"); 1 and a separate 
collection of materials previously scanned for purposes of the pending civil litigation in Andrade 
(the "Litigation collection"). The Litigation collection is text-searchable, but the Congressional 
collection is not. We are willing to work with the Committee to perform text searches of 
materials in the Litigation collection. There are three important constraints* identified below, on 
the usefulness of such searches, and we fed it useful for you to know these constraints. 

By way of background, in 1998, over a year before the Committee issued its pending 
subpoena, the Department attorneys responsible for litigating the Andrade case arranged with 
Aspen Systems to scan a large collection of documentary and photographic materials into 
computerized files. That scanning process - which creates a separate image or "TEF" file for 
each page and does not itself provide the capacity to perform text searches - was conducted in 


1 Because the Department has in recent months received several overlapping requests for 
Waco-related materials - including requests from the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, the 
Office of Special Counsd, and the district court presiding over the pending civil case of Andrade 
v. ChoinackL Civ. No. W-96-CA-139 (and consolidated cases) (W.D. Tex) - this collection 
includes scanned images of documents recently collected for a variety of purposes, many of 
which are responsive to multiple requests. This collection therefore includes some documents 
that are not responsive to the Committee's subpoena of September 1, 1999. 
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1998. A separate procedure, involving additional software and the entry of bibliographical 
information for each scanned document, was required to make the collection of image files text- 
searchable. It is my understanding that that process was completed in July 1999. 

As that chronology indicates, the process of transforming a large collection of separate 
image files into a text-searchable database is an extremely time consuming and labor intensive 
process. It is also an expensive one: employees of Aspen report that it would cost nearly 
$700,000 to perform a similar procedure on the Congressional collection, and that the process 
would take months to accomplish. For that reason, we have not sought to make the 
Congressional collection text-searchable. The three constraints on the usefulness of text searches 
that we could perform for the Committee on the Litigation collection are as follows: 

First, as recognized in Mr. Chretien’s letter, any such search necessarily risks 
incompleteness. Because the text search capability is no better than the accuracy with which the 
character-recognition software reads a scanned image, there will inevitably be cases in which a 
computerized search for all. documents containing a given word will nevertheless miss some 
documents containing that word. This can occur not only with respect to handwritten documents, 
but also with respect to typed documents, either because a word is misspelled in the original 
document, or because a problem in the document or the software causes a mistake in the 
character-recognition process. 

Second, because it was created for a different purpose, the Litigation collection is both 
over-inclusive and under-inclusive of the materials subpoenaed by the Committee. A text search 
of the Litigation collection will therefore fail to produce responsive documents from Department 
components outside the Civil Division, although such documents should be included in the non- 
searchable Congressional collection. It may also produce documents within the Litigation 
collection that contain the search term but are not responsive to the Committee's subpoena. For 
that reason, we would have to review the results of any text search for responsiveness. 

Third, searching the Litigation collection will produce materials duplicative of items that 
have already been collected for review and production, and therefore necessarily extend the time 
it takes us to complete compliance with the Committee's subpoena. This is because responsive 
documents within the Litigation collection have already been copied and put in the boxes for 
review for grand jury materials and other appropriate redactions prior to production to the 
Committee - jj^, they have already been put into the Congressional collection, which is not text- 
searchable. Accordingly, any responsive document found as a result of a text search of the 
Litigation collection will necessarily be reviewed and produced twice: once as a result of the text 
search of the Litigation collection, and once as a result of having already been put into the 
Congressional collection 
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l hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would 
like additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

\*$JL 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc; The Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


- Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D. C. 20530 

November 24, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
US. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letter, dated November 19, 1999, to the Attorney General 
concerning four items you requested in connection with the Committee's interview of Marie 
Hagen. As set out in more detail below, to the extent responsive information exists, we are 
making it available although as to one document, which reveals the names of military personnel 
and is subject to a protective order, we would like to provide a redacted version of the document. 

1. A document provided by the FBI to Ms. Hagen listing weapons which the HRT 
generally deploys . This appears to refer to a document listed on page 221 of an inventory of 
materials from the files of die Civil Division's Federal Torts Claims Act section ("FTCA") 
responsive to the Committee's subpoena, which we provided to the Committee's staff on October 
4, 1999. Specifically, the inventory lists the following document as being in FTCA Box 51 : 

"Fax cover sheet dated 4/29/97, to M.L. Hagen from J. Brown, with attached list of weapons 
HRT possessed." Copies of the contents of FTCA Box 51, including the list of weapons, were 
provided to the Committee on November 19, 1999. An additional copy of the list, bearing Bates 
numbers CNG018-181 8, is enclosed for your convenience. 

2. An e-mail me ssage from Ms. Hagen to L eRov Jahn prio r to Ms. Hag en's April 30. 
1999. conversation with AUSA William Johnston . As far as we are aware, no such e-mail 
message was sent As described Ms. Hagen's memorandum of September 2, 1999, Ms. Hagen 
learned about Mr. McNulty's access to certain evidence on Friday, April 30, 1999, and then 

"reached one of the prosecutors, AUSA LeRoy Jahn at a conference or retreat " Bales no. 

WWC095-0020. This appears to refer to a telephone conversation with Mrs. Jahn, rather than an 
e-mail, and Ms. Hagen's recollection now, as likewise stated at her interview with your 
Committee staff; is to the same effect. Pursuant to requests from Committee staff, we made a 
copy of Ms. Hagen's memorandum (which contains attorney work product) and its attachments 
available for staff review starting on October 26, 1 999, and also brought a copy of the 
memorandum to each portion of the interview itself. 
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3. A fax from Ms. Hagen to Bert Brandenburg after her conversation with AUSA 
Johnston. As far as we are aware, no such fax was sent. In her memorandum of September 2, 
1999, Ms. Hagen wrote that after her conversation with AUSA Johnston, she "sent an e-mail to 
Bert Brandenberg, who was living in Germany." Bates no. WWC095-0021 . A copy of that e- 
mail message, dated April 30, 1999, is attached to the memorandum and bears Bates number 
WWC095-0026. It was reviewed by Committee staff starting on October 26, 1999, and was 
provided for use at the continuation of Ms. Hagen's interview on November 23, 1999. A copy is 
enclosed for your convenience. 

4. Answers to interrogatories signed bv the Department of Defense attesting to the 
number of special operations military personnel present during the standoff . On September 8, 
1999, the Department filed the United States' Answer to Plaintiffs' First Set of Interrogatories in 
the Andrade litigation (the "Answers"). Response number 7 of the Answers set forth information 
about military personnel who were present at Waco and was attested to by counsel for the 
Department of Defense. The contents of that document (which did not exist when the 
Committee’s subpoena was issued on September 1, 1999) are confidential pursuant to the Court's 
protective order in Andrade, in part because of the danger to military personnel that might arise if 
the information were disseminated. To ensure that Committee staff members have the 
information they need without violating the protective order, we are enclosing an appropriately 
redacted version of the document with only the names of military personnel redacted and a key 
the redactions. We request that the Committee not publicly disclose the information contained 
the key. 

I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would 
like additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 



Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 


B'S 



1505 


UJS. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C 20530 

November 24, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

House Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This supplements our prior responses to the Committee's subpoena issued September 1, 
1999, requesting certain documents relating to Waco. 

Enclosed are 3 boxes that contain 10,178 documents from the San Antonio Field Office 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI). These documents bear the bates numbers CNG031 
0001 to 2688, CNG03-00Q1 to 3828, and CNG033-0001 to 3662. The first group of documents 
from the FBI San Antonio Field Office were sent to you on November 22, 1999, and we expect 
to send you the remainder of materials from this office shortly. I have also enclosed for your 
convenience a CD-ROM disk, designated CN1 1, bearing the images of the materials in these 
boxes. 


Please note that where information that is privileged in the litigation or covered by Rule 
6(e) has been removed, a sheet setting forth this fact has been substituted. Please note as well 
that documents originating with other agencies, such as the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms and the Federal Bureau of Investigation, have been removed and referred to those 
agencies in accordance with our usual third-agency practice. Again, a sheet denoting this fact has 
been substituted in place of the missing page. We anticipate the agencies will complete their 
review and return the materials to us shortly. 

I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would 
like additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 0 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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November 30,1999 


WRNARO SANOSM. VSHMONT 
MOCPCN06NT 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Production of Subpoenaed Documents 

Dear General Reno: 

I am writing to follow up on several outstanding requests that I have made of the 
Justice Department. On November 9, 1999,. I issued a subpoena for all records relating to 
the interviews of President Clinton and Harold Ickes. Since that time, my staff has been 
in frequent communication with your staff, and we have been informed that the 
Committee would receive these records in a timely fashion. However, three weeks have 
now passed, and the Committee has still not received the subpoenaed records. 

On July 29, 1999, the Committee subpoenaed records relating to John Huang and 
Charlie Trie from the Justice Department. On November 5, 1999, 1 informed the 
Department that the subpoena requires the production of the FBI 302 interview summary 
for Charlie Trie. In addition, my staff has spoken with your staff on a number of 
occasions, and we have been informed that the Charlie Trie 302 is under review at the 
Department. However, despite the fact that the Department has had almost a month to 
review the Trie 302, the Committee has still not received it. 

Given that the 302 interview summaries for President Clinton, Harold Ickes, and 
Charlie Trie are all under subpoena, and are all substantially overdue, I request that they 



cc: The Honorable Henry A. Wax man, Ranking Minority Member 
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November 30, 1999 


Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Mr. Raben: 

Thank you for you letter of November 23, 1999, regarding electronic collections of 
scanned Waco-related documents. Significant questions, however, remain unanswered relating to 
the matters discussed in Marc Chretien’s letter to Faith Burton of October 21, 1999, and your 
response. Some of the open questions are technical while others relate to compliance with the 
outstanding subpoena. 

We still do not understand what, if anything, prevents the Justice Department from 
supplying documents from the litigation collection electronically with the OCR-text intact The 
OCR-text itself is a “record” as defined in the subpoena and production of text-searchable 
electronic documents (when such versions exist) is therefore required. The documents reviewed 
by Committee staff as well as your correspondence make it clear the text-searchable electronic 
documents responsive to our subpoena do exist in what you referred to as the “litigation 
collection.” 

In explaining the constraints on the usefulness of proposed text searches, you wrote that 
the litigation collection was “both over-inclusive and under-inclusive of the materials 
subpoenaed[.] . . .For that reason we would have to review the results of any text search for 
responsiveness.” As I understand footnote 1 of your letter, you also have to review every 
document in the Congressional collection because it too “includes some documents that are not 
responsive to the Committee’s subpoena[.j” Of course, one way to rid you of the burden of 
reviewing documents for responsiveness would be to issue another subpoena for the entire 
litigation and congressional collections. We would rather work more amicably toward a solution 
which allows us to conduct an efficient as well as thorough investigation. 

Therefore we request that the Justice Department designate one or more representatives 
for an interview with Committee staff by the end of this week. The designee(s) should include 
one or more people able to answer technical and legal questions regarding the collection, 
scanning, indexing, and production of electronic versions of Waco-related documents. The 
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destgnee(s) should also include a representative from the Justice Department's contractor Aspen 
Systems, Inc. 

The purpose of the meeting would be to aid committee staff in understanding what, if 
any, technical or legal issues hinder the production of documents from the litigation collection 
with the associated OCR-text intact We believe this goal may be more efficiently achieved face- 
to-face rather than through an exchange of further conespoodence. 

Please contact Jason Foster at (202)22 5-304 S to schedule an agreeable time for the 
interview. 


Attachments 


Sincerely, 



i C. Wilson 
Counsel 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Member 

Jon Jennings (via facsimile) 

Principal Deputy Assistant Attorney General 

Faith Burton (via facsimile) 

Senior Special Counsel 
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December 1, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

As you know, the Committee on Government Reform is conducting an oversight investigation 
into the events suuounding the Branch Davidian standoff in Waco, Texas under the authority of House 
Rules X and XI. One of the purposes of the Committee’s inquiry is to review the diligence with which 
the Justice Department conducted its own inquiries into the Waco tragedy. 

Pursuant to this investigation, I recently requested and received unredacted copies of the reports 
prepared for the Justice Department by Edward S.G. Dennis, Jr. and Richard Scruggs. The cover letter 
from Assistant Attorney General Robert Raben dated November 19, 1999, contained a somewhat 
surprising and unexpected statement. Mr. Raben wrote, “It is my understanding that the draft report by 
Mr. Scruggs, which is enclosed, was never finalized” 

1 am concerned that the report that has been repeatedly held out as the complete and definitive 
investigation of the Waco tragedy is now being characterized as “never finalized.” Thus, I request that 
you provide a complete explanation as to how and why this report, dated October 8, 1 993, is still 
incomplete after more than six years. Furthermore, I request that you explain why the Scruggs report 
was available to the general public without being labeled an “interim” or “draft” report Please provide 
a response by Friday December 10, 1999. 



Chairman 


Attachments 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Member 

Robert Raben (via facsimile) 
Assistant Attorney General 
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U. S. Department of Justice 
Executive Office for Immigration Review 
Office of the Director 


5107 Leesburg Pike. Suite 2400 
Falls Church, Virginia 22041 

DEC I 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
United States House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 


Re: Jianwei Ping,, 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 


This is in response to your letter to Immigration Judge 
John W. Richardson in Phoenix, Arizona, concerning the above 
referenced matter. You have written in support of Mr. Ding's 
request for asylum in the United States. Your letter has been 
forwarded to my attention for response. 


Our records show that Mr. Ding is scheduled to appear for a 
removal hearing before an Immigration Judge on January 27, 2000. 

At that time, Mr. Ding will be given the opportunity to present 
evidence to support his request for asylum and to terminate removal 
proceedings. We note that the information you have provided to 
this office in support of Mr. Ding's application for asylum has 
also been furnished to his attorney of record and to the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) . 


Regrettably, this office is not able to be of any service to 
Mr. Ding. The Executive Office for Immigration Review, of which 
the Immigration Court and the Board of Immigration Appeals are a 
part, is an adjudicative body and cannot offer to be of any legal 
assistance to him. This office must remain neutral between the 
opposing parties, who are, in this case, Mr. Ding and the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service. 

Thank you for taking the time to write and be involved. Please 
be assured that Mr. Ding will receive every consideration that he 
is entitled to that is consistent with the immigration laws of the 
United States. 


Sincerely, 


yn 

Peggy Phi lb in 
Deputy Director 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington, D.C 20530 


December 8, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

House Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This supplements our prior responses to the Committee's subpoena, dated September 1 , 
1999, requesting certain documents relating to Waco. 

Enclosed are two boxes that contain documents from the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(FBI). These documents, which total 6649 pages, bear the Bates numbers, respectively, 
CNG035-0001 to 2968, and CNG036-0001 to 3681 . I have also enclosed for your convenience 
a CD-ROM disk, designated CN14, that contains images of the materials in these boxes. 

Please note that where information that is privileged in the litigation or covered by Rule 
6(e) has been removed, a sheet setting forth this fact has been substituted. Please note as well 
that documents originating with other agencies, such as the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms and the Federal Bureau of Investigation, have been removed and referred to those 
agencies in accordance with our usual third-agency practice. Again, a sheet denoting this fact has 
been substituted in place of the missing page. We hope that the agencies will complete their 
review and return the materials to us shortly. 

I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would 
like additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

BJ — 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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INDEPENDENT 


Director Louis Freeh 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20535 


Dear Director Freeh: 

As part of the Committee’s investigation into the Waco matter, I have directed my 
staff to interview key FBI personnel that were involved with the Branch Davidian 
standoff. It is my understanding that FBI personnel were to be made available, starting 
yesterday, for depositions in the civil suit arising from this matter. Unfortunately, the 
Department of Justice did not agree to allow my staff counsel to attend the depositions as 
observers. This would have considerably shortened the interview process and eliminated 
duplicative questions. Now, all FBI personnel that are to be deposed by the plaintiffs will 
need to be made available for separate interviews. 

I am requesting that beginning Friday, December 10, 1999, FBI personnel be 
made available for interviews before my staff. Since there are two weeks of depositions, I 
request that the individuals deposed on Wednesday be made available to my staff two 
days later. FBI personnel deposed on Thursday should be made available the following 
Monday and so on. 

Please confirm that these interviews will take place as soon as possible. If you 
have any questions concerning these interviews, please feel free to contact Marc Chretien, 
Senior Counsel, (202) 225-5074. 
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cc: Hon. Henry Waxman 

Senator Danforth, DSC 
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Subpena to Testify (Hearing) 


i&2> Huttjoritp of tfje %ou St of jRtpres entatibes of t i)t 
Congress of t be tHniteb states of America 


Tn The Honorable Robert Raben Serve; Robert Raben _ 

You are hereby commanded to be and appear before the Ful1 Committee on 
Government Refora o{ the Houje of Representatives 

of the United States, of which the Hon . Dan Burton is chairman, in 

Room 2157 of the Rayburn Building t in the city 


Of Washington, on December 15, 1999 r at the hour of llsOOan „ 

then and there to testify touching matters of inquiry committed to said Committee; and you 
are not to depart without leave of said Committee. 

7 h Ma^ia Pia Tamburrl 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 
day of December 19J??. 



Chairman 


Attest: 




Clerk. 
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Subpena for The Ho nor sb 1 e Robert Roben 
Serve: Robert Roben 

Assltant- Attorney General, United St ates Dept, of Justice 

Tenth Street and Constitution Avenue , NW 

Washington, DC 20530 

before tne Committee on the 

Government Reform 




Served 


Date: rS/ I 



Time: 


llLM 



.House of Representatives 


WOMMO SUV*) 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington, D.C. 20530 


December 10, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

House Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letters dated November 24, 1999 and December 1, 1999, 
concerning Waco. 

L Response to November 24, 1999 letter 

A. FLIR Analysis Request 

Your letter of October 19, 1999 asked for "information about analyses conducted by or 
for the Department of Justice or the Federal Bureau of Investigation of the FBI's April 19, 1993 
forward looking infrared imagery (“FLIR”) tapes." Based upon our understanding of that 
request, we provided the names of all experts we have retained who had performed some analysis 
of those tapes. The Department did not include Lt. John Perry's name on the October 26, 1999 
list of people we identified regarding the FLIR tapes as we did not understand your request to 
cover him because he had performed no analysis of the tapes and was not a retained expert. 1 We 
identified Dr. Ginsberg because we expect him to analyze the tapes, although he had not yet done 
so. We did not, however, identify any experts, consultants or other individuals with whom we 
have made contact regarding FLIR technology (including Lt. Perry), who may or may not have 
even looked at those tapes and who are not continuing experts for the government because they 
were not retained to perform some analysis of those tapes. 

Your November 24* letter asks us to identify all other experts who have reviewed the 
FLIR video of April 19, 1993 for the FBI or DOJ, as well as any experts consulted formally or 
informally by DOJ or FBI about FLIR technology. During the course of the litigation. 
Department attorneys routinely contact such individuals to obtain information about issues in the 


1 We understand from your letter that during a recent interview of Department of Justice 
(Department or DOJ) trial attorney Marie Hagen, your staff learned that Lt. Perry was consulted 
by DOJ regarding forward looking infrared (FUR) technology. 
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case including, but not limited to, FLIR technology. Unlike the experts we identified for the 
Committee on our October 26th list, all of whom we have disclosed in the litigation, the 
Department’s contacts with these individuals would not be disclosed in the litigation because it is 
privileged. Our attorneys’ contacts with these individuals, which are frequently conducted on an 
informal basis, reflect the attorneys’ assessments of the issues they anticipate at trial and their 
development of relevant evidence regarding those issues. This process is central to the 
Department’s development of the litigation position of the United States, and to reveal the 
information you request would reveal trial strategy and unfairly disadvantage the United States 
during the pre-trial phase of this case. 

B. Withheld Records Not Listed on Privilege Logs 

The Committee has expressed concern that the Department has not provided, nor 
identified as privileged, records relating to communications with Lt Perry. It appears that the 
reason that the Department has not produced some of these materials is that the fax copy of the 
subpoena our team used was missing a relevant page. Now that we are aware of items (j) and (k) 
from your request, we will of course take steps to collect all records responsive to those items 
that have not previously been collected in response to other requests. 

In the interim and to expedite your request for specific information, we have searched for 
records relating to Lt. Perry. In response to your request, we will forward to you shortly 
responsive documents and a privilege log identifying other responsive documents. We do not 
have the video that may have been made by Lt. Perry, which you requested. 

C. Withheld Records Listed on Privilege Logs 

As you know, the Department has identified a number of documents as privileged in the 
pending litigation, but nonetheless has allowed the Committee staff access to some of them on a 
confidential basis in an effort to facilitate the Committee's investigation. Some of the 
documents, however, are core work product material, and we have not made those documents 
available for staff review. 

In our continuing effort to accommodate the Committee’s oversight interests, we are 
prepared to provide the Committee staff with access to four of the documents requested in your 
November 24th letter (the documents identified as items 1, 3, 4 (redacted), and 5 (redacted)), if 
the Committee agrees — as it has with respect to other privileged documents to which we have 
provided access - not to disclose the content of those documents outside of the Committee. 

The redactions in documents 4 and 5 pertain only to information reflecting the mental 
impressions of the trial attorney and strategy for preparing and conducting the litigation. 

Documents 2 and 6 represent the mental impressions of Department trial attorneys and 
their trial strategy as they prepare the defense of the United States in this litigation, and 
disclosure of the documents would compromise the interests of the United States in the litigation. 

I hope that the following additional information about these two documents will clarify the 
reasons that they should not be disclosed. 
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Specifically, document 2, which was described in the index previously provided to the 
Committee as "Handwritten notes (undated) with '1 1 : 18:22' notations (5 pages)/ is a series of 
notations setting forth the impressions of the trial attorneys and others about particular portions 
of the FLIR tape of April 1 9, 1 993 and the allegations about the meaning of that tape by the 
plaintiffs expert. Disclosure of such notes would thus provide information only about those 
assessments of the tape that were determined by the trial attorneys to be relevant to the issues at 
trial. They do not contain original factual information that is not also available on the FLIR tape 
itself, which the FBI has provided to the Committee. 

Document 6, which is described in the index as "E-mail dated December 17, 1996 from 
Marie Hagen to Jeffrey Axelrad ‘re: Waco/FBI and gunshot allegations’” is an e-mail from a trial 
team member to her supervisor discussing litigation strategy and discussions with agency 
counsel. Disclosure of this document to the Committee would reveal mental impressions and 
litigation strategy, but would not provide any new factual information for the Committee. 

IL Response to the letter of December 1, 1999 

In your December 1, 1999 letter, you asked for clarification about the status of the Report 
to the Deputy Attorney General on the Events at Waco Texas, February 28 to April 19, 1993 
(Oct. 8, 1993), commonly referred to as the “Scruggs Report." When the draft report was 
prepared in 1993, it contained references to and quotations of certain communications that the 
FBI had intercepted pursuant to a court order. At that time, the district court had not yet unsealed 
the results of that electronic surveillance (the court later, during the course of the criminal 
prosecution, ordered the interceptions unsealed). Accordingly, the draft of the unredacted 
version of the Scruggs report was not put in final form and released. Instead, the references to 
the electronic surveillance were redacted, the text was finalized, and the report was then released 
in that form. According to Mr. Scruggs, the text changes - aside from the deletion of references 
to the electronic surveillance - included stylistic changes and the deletion of certain terms but not 
the alteration of substantive information. 2 In alerting you to the fact that the unredacted draft 
version was never finalized, I did not mean to suggest that the redacted version, which we long 
ago made available to the public, is not a finished product. 


2 Thus, for example, a reference to "Commanders from the Army's elite Delta Force unit" in 
the unredacted preliminary draft (p. 99) was changed to "military experts" in the final redacted 
report released to the public (p. 105); similarly, references in the unredacted preliminary draft to 
the "front (white) side of the compound" (p. 267) and the "front-left (white-green)" and "front- 
right (white-red)" corners of the building (pp. 270-71) were changed in the final redacted report 
to, respectively, the "front side of the compound" (p. 283) and the "front-left" and "front-right" 
comers of the building (p. 285). 
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I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would 
like additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington, D C. 20530 

December 10, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your subpoena of November 10, 1999, seeking copies of interviews 
that the Department conducted of President Clinton and Harold lekes, and your letter of 
November 17, 1999, seeking FBI 302s of 25 additional persons. The Department will provide 
the Committee an opportunity to review all 302s of its interviews of these persons, as long as the 
302s do not contain information that, if disclosed, could compromise an ongoing or potential 
criminal case. Accordingly, the Department and its FBI component will not be able to provide 
the Committee with access to 302s of persons’ who have been indicted, who are the subject of an 
ongoing investigation, or who may be a witness in a pending or potential criminal case. Based 
on that.standard, we have determined that we will be able to provide the Committee and its staff 
an opportunity to review the 302s of interviews of President Clinton, Mr. Ickes, and eight of the 
individuals listed in your letter of November 17. These 302s will be redacted as necessary to 
protect ongoing investigations or for other clearly indicated reasons, such as to comply with Rule 
6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. We may be able to provide the Committee 
access to the 302$ of additional individuals as investigations are closed or it is determined that 
the individual will not be a witness. We should note that the FBI did not interview five of the 
people listed in your November 17 letter and therefore has no 302s for them. 

The decision by the Department and its FBI component to permit the Committee to 
review the 302s, but not to provide copies, is based on the chilling effect that public disclosure of 
the 302s can have on law enforcement. Historically, witnesses who have been interviewed by the 
FBI have understood that their interviews, and the information that they provided, would not be 
made public unless the witness were to testify at a public trial or the prosecutor were to use the 
information as the factual basis for a guilty plea. That understanding has helped persuade 
reluctant witnesses to speak candidly and in detail when being interviewed by the FBI. A 
witness who believes that it is likely that his or her interview will become public may become 
less willing to cooperate fully with the FBI. 
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The Department has observed what appears to be an increasing incidence of public 
release of 302s. The widespread public disclosure of 302s is likely to make it more difficult for 
the FBI to conduct its investigations in the future, especially in cases in which witnesses may 
become reluctant to cooperate out of a desire to avoid becoming publicly involved in a high- 
profile matter. Accordingly, we believe that providing Congress access to 302s, but not copies of 
them, is the best way to enable Congress to conduct its oversight duties while, at the same time, 
protecting the Bureau’s ability to conduct effective criminal investigations. 

We should emphasize that in keeping with our prior discussions with you and your staff 
in this matter, we have provided the Committee with copies of 302s for John Huang, Charlie 
Trie, and Johnny Chung, all of whom were granted immunity pursuant tol8 U.S.C. Section 6005 
to testify before the Committee after they had been convicted and sentenced for violations of 
federal criminal statutes. W T e provided those 302s to the Committee sc that it could use them in 
questioning those persons during interviews or testimony. For the reasons discussed above, 
however, we believe that wholesale public release of those 302s may compromise the FBI’s 
ability to conduct future criminal investigations. We respectfully request to meet with the 
Committee to discuss methods by which the Department could provide the Committee copies of 
the 302s of an immunized witness and the Committee could assure the Department that it would 
not disseminate the 302s beyond the extent necessary to question that witness. 

We have completed our review of the 302s of President Clinton and Mr. Ickes and are 
prepared to provide the Committee a chance to review them at its convenience. We anticipate 
completing our review of the 302s for the other twelve persons in the near future. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of further assistance on this or any other 

matter. 


Sincerely, 

pafiL- 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 


2 
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December 14, 1999 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, DC 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

This letter responds to Mr. Raben’s letter of December 10, 1999. In that letter, he 
indicated that the Department will not honor the Committee’s subpoena, and that the Department 
will not provide the Committee with copies of the written summaries of FBI interviews with 
President Clinton and Harold Ickes. As you are no doubt aware, this is an abrupt about face for 
the Justice Department; approximately one month ago. Committee staff were informed that these 
two documents would be produced, without fail, on a specific date. Nearly four weeks have 
passed, the Committee has relied on repeated representations made by your employees, and now, 
the week before John Huang is scheduled to testify. Assistant Attorney Genera] Raben discloses 
that the documents will not be produced. 

I have a number of concerns about your position. First, when Democrat Chairman Don 
Riegle of the Senate Banking Committee wanted summaries of FBI interviews, your Justice 
Department did not object. Indeed, he was given 84 of these interviews and they were duly 
published in a report released by his Committee in 1994. Although you now argue that you will 
not provide FBI summaries “based on the chilling effect that public disclosure of the 302$ can 
have on law enforcemeni[J” I am unaware of analogous arguments being made when a 
Democrat-controlled Congress requested the same types of documents. More recently, the 
Department provided Chairman Clinger with 183 FBI summaries pertaining to the Travel Office 
matter. There are numerous other examples of the release to Congress of FBI interviews. My 
concern is that you appear to have developed a special standard just for the campaign finance 
investigation. Neither the Constitution nor precedent support your position, and I am concerned 
that your motivation is to keep the public from learning how thorough your investigators were 
when it came to questioning the President. 

Another concern is Mr. Raben’s argument that “[t]he Department has observed what 
appears to be an increasing incidence of public release of 302s.” Chairman Riegle, a Democrat, 
released 84 FBI summaries in 1994. This Committee has released one summary in the last three 
years. It is difficult to conclude that the trend is “increasing.” Mr. Raben’s argument makes fine 
political theater, but it is not accurate. 
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Another concern of mine relates to the information you have produced. The Committee 
has now received FBI interview summaries for John Huang, Charlie Trie and Johnny Chung. 

The Committee did not ask for the Chung summaries, but for some reason you provided them to 
us. While we appreciate your largesse, the production of information that has not been requested 
appears to undercut the concerns expressed by Mr. Raben. If you are providing FBI interviews 
prior to an official request, your claims of chilling effect are somewhat suspect. It appears that 
you are concerned more with whose interviews have been requested, and not so much with the 
underlying principles as espoused in Mr. Raben’s letter. 

More important, however, is something you provided to Congress within the last week. 
As you are well aware, this Committee has worked with your employees to ensure that ongoing 
investigations and trials are not adversely impacted by the Committee’s work. We have not 
always agreed, but we have come close. Your staff recently provided FBI interview summaries 
of Charlie Trie’s FBI testimony. Your staff specifically requested, and we agreed, to have all 
information related to the Justice Department investigation of Ernest Green redacted from these 
documents. When we received the FBI summaries, however, we were astounded to learn that 
you had provided the Committee with at least one portion of Trie’s testimony implicating Green 
in illegal conduct. This is of particular concern because you have repeatedly told us that Green is 
under investigation, and that release of this information to Congress could jeopardize that 
investigation. Thus, you arc perhaps able to understand some of my frustration when your staff 
makes “principled” arguments about the importance of keeping information confidential. Again, 
there appears to be a double standard: politically helpful information can be disseminated, and 
politically damaging information must be protected. 

In previous letters, I have expressed concern about leaks from the Department of Justice 
that have impacted the campaign finance investigation. I have also expressed concern that your 
staff disseminated a list of the status of all campaign finance investigations. Again, this 
information is of incalculable value to a defense attorney. The list of Justice Department 
campaign finance misfires goes on and on, and that is why I am, and have been for many 
months, conducting oversight of the Justice Department’s role in the foreign money campaign 
finance investigation. At the end of the day, however, I am concerned that your decisions will 
have a permanent adverse impact on the Department of Justice. For this reason, I request that 
you simply honor the subpoenas that are outstanding, and that you refrain from forcing issues 
that will result in unfortunate precedent. Please provide the FBI summaries that have been 
requested by the close of business, Tuesday, December 14, 1999. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Hon. Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 


2 



1526 


■ENJAMMA OK. MAM NEW YORK 
CONSTANCE A. WOACUA MAMYLANO 

cfW O THf w smrs C onn ecticu t 

ILtANA ROS4.EHTMCM.n.OAIOA 
JOHN M McHUGH NEW YORK 





ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tf ie iHniteb States 

Son &e o t fteprafentattoe* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 



December 16, 1999 


tom iantok. California 



OSTNCT or COLMMA 
CMAKA r ATT AM. PCNABYLVANW 
EL UAH I GUMMMOO.UAimAMO 


PMMMT A. OAMS. HJHOC 


JOHN f. TKMNET. MASSACHUSETTS 
JHTUMA TEXAS 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, DC 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

I have just completed a review of the FBI summaries of the Justice Department's 
campaign finance interviews of the President and Vice President. As you are aware, for nearly 
three years I have expressed concerns about the infusion of foreign money into the American 
political system. Therefore, 1 am at a loss to understand why you would tolerate an investigation 
that failed to ask the President a single question about the following subjects: James Riady, John 
Huang, Charlie Trie, Mark Middleton, and the Presidential Legal Expense Trust. Indeed, the 
complete absence of any questions about foreign money is extraordinary. 

I am also at a loss as to why you would tolerate an investigation that failed to ask the 
Vice President a single question about the following subjects: the Hsi Lai Temple, Maria Hsia, 
John Huang, and James Riady. 

I have expressed the concern on numerous occasions that you and your Department were 
not able to conduct a thorough and impartial investigation of the President and your own political 
party. I have also suggested that the inherent conflict in your position creates a perception that 
justice is not being administered in an impartial fashion. You have appeared before my 
Committee and you have respectfully disagreed. Two years ago, almost to the day, you appeared 
before my Committee and told me that, in the campaign finance investigation: 

“[Wje arc going to follow every lead, wherever it goes[.]” 

What am I to think, then, of an investigation that has failed to ask key witnesses any questions 
about the most important subjects in what has allegedly been one of the largest investigations 
ever undertaken by the Department of Justice? Indeed, you have accepted plea bargains and 
concluded prosecutions without the slightest concern that potentially important witnesses have 
not been approached. Two years ago 1 said that 1 thought you would have a hard time being 
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vigorous in a case that involves your superior and your political party. Your interviews of the 
President and the Vice President simply prove that my fears were real. 

Let me give you a specific example. Yesterday, John Huang testified that before the 
1992 election, James Riady and the President took a private limousine ride together. Mr. Huang 
told us, as he told your own lawyers, that Mr. Riady flew in from Indonesia just for this meeting 
and a fundraiser, and that he promised that he would raise one million dollars for the President. 
Did it ever occur to you that there can be very little confidence in the work product of the Justice 
Depaitment if you neglect to ask the President a single question about Mr. Riady and what the 
two talked about? 

Let me provide another specific example. Years after the initial million dollar promise 
and the illegal contributions that followed, a landscape architect named Wiriadinata was 
responsible for $450,000 in illegal contributions to benefit the President. After he and his wife 
gave the money, he told the President at one of the infamous White House coffees that “James 
Riady sent me.” I would have thought that you would express some curiosity about the 
President's reaction. Apparently, you do not think the President should even have been troubled 
with questions about any of the illegal foreign money that benefited him. 

Yesterday, at a hearing, I showed a tape of the President warmly greeting Mr. Riady just 
two months ago in New Zealand. Mr. Riady has thumbed his nose at our justice system, and 
your lawyers don’t even want to know what he told the President during the private limousine 
ride, or what the President understood the presence of Mr. Riady* s emissary to mean. As you 
well know from your extensive involvement as the head of the Justice Department campaign 
finance investigation, these two questions are not the only two that should be of interest to your 
lawyers. To me, it looks like your failure to ask the President any questions about foreign money 
issues is preferential treatment for your boss and for his good friend, Mr. Riady. 

The fact that you ancLyour attorneys have found it inappropriate to talk to the President 
about any of the foreign money aspects of the campaign finance scandal underscores my original 
concern that you are not able to investigate the President. It also raises concerns that you have 
not been vigorous in your efforts to investigate those who have already pled guilty to crimes. If 
you are not prepared to talk to witnesses, you are failing to gather evidence. If you fail to gather 
evidence, then you will never be able to get to the bottom of matters or project confidence that 
you have been thorough and fair. 

Over three years have passed since the campaign finance scandal erupted. The Director 
of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, the first head of the Campaign Financing Task Force, and 
the lead FBI investigator all suggested that you appoint an Independent Counsel to investigate 
the campaign finance scandal. They did not think that the Justice Department was able to 
conduct an investigation and maintain the public's confidence. They also perceived that there 
was a fatal conflict of interest-inherent in this investigation. When -I asked you two years ago 
about your decision to refrain from appointing an Independent Counsel, you still had an 
opportunity to ensure that all leads were followed, and that witnesses were not given preferential 
treatment You had the opportunity, but you did not seize it. 
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The Justice Department investigation of the campaign finance scandal has an unfortunate 
parallel in the Justice Department investigation of the Waco tragedy. In both cases, you 
personally decided that an independent investigation was not called for. In the Waco matter, you 
had one of your assistants supervise the investigation back in 1993. In the campaign finance 
investigation you fought every attempt to appoint an independent counsel, notwithstanding the 
advice of the Director of the FBI and your hand picked task force leader. Now, six years after 
the fact, you have had to appoint Senator Danforth to take the first independent look at Waco. 
Unfortunately, the damage to the Department regarding your initial failed investigation is severe. 
With the discovery that you did not conduct even a minimally thorough campaign finance 
investigation, the Justice Department and respect for the law will once again suffer. 

I request that you provide a response, in writing, as to why you failed to ask the President 
and Vice President a single question about the millions of foreign dollars that were illegally 
laundered in order to benefit candidates in the 1992 and 1996 Presidential and Congressional 
elections. I request that you provide this response by December 31, 1999. 


"Stn^erely, 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Hon. Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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US. Dcpar tm eal of fate 
Office of Legislative Affairs 



. Office of dw Animat Attorney Genera] 


M&kmpm. DlC 20530 

December 22, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Enclosed are additional documents (numbered DOJ-0 1 292 through DOJ-OI 330)conceming 
. discussions within the Department of Justice about a possible search warrant for the residence of 
Charlie Trie during the summer of 1 997. These documents are ail drafts or non-identical copies of 
previously produced documents; they were apparently inadvertently not produced earlier. Although 
we believe that the Committee is already aware of the essential substance of the information 
contained in these documents through prior productions, we wish to ensure that the Committee has 
a complete record of rhe available documents relevant to the Trie search warrant matter. 

The documents have been redacted in keeping with the requirements of Federal Rule of 
Criminal Procedure 6{e)and i8 U.S.C. 3123(d). 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if 1 may be of further assistance on this or any other 

matter. 


Sincerely, 



Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Attfetaot Attorney Gcocral 


Wmskimgt**, DC 29530 


December 30, 1999 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Burton: 

This is in response to your letter to the Attorney General 
dated December 16, 1999 , 

The Department and its Campaign Financing Task Force has 
conducted, and continues to conduct, a comprehensive 
investigation. Building our investigation in an orderly manner, 
agents and prosecutors have developed evidence that a number of 
individuals violated the campaign finance laws. Those 
individuals -- 22 to date -- have been prosecuted by the Task 
Force, despite the limitations of our campaign finance laws. Of 
those 22 individuals, 14 have been convicted, five await trial 
and two are fugitives. Because of the Task Force's efforts, many 
of the individuals convicted of these crimes have agreed to 
cooperate with the investigation. This cooperation has enabled 
the Task Force to continue its investigation, including as to 
matters raised in your letter. 

While the Department cannot, as you know, provide the 
Committee with details about matters that the Task Force 
continues to pursue, let me briefly address the Task Force 
interviews of the President and Vice President in 1997 and 1998. 
As reflected in the FBI-302s, those interviews were generally 
limited in scope to matters which were then the subject of 
preliminary inquiries pursuant to the Independent Counsel Act. 

As a result, they were not all-encompassing interviews and 
additional interviews are not foreclosed. 

The diligent and hard-working investigators and prosecutors 
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asslgned to the Task Force continue to actively pursue this 
investigation. Their interest has been to get to the truth 
regarding the numerous and varied allegations that they have 
received, without regard to politics. If there are witnesses to 
be interviewed and evidence to be gathered, no jnatter the source, 
the members of the Task. Force will make sure that it is done in a 
professional and comprehensive way. 

The Attorney General would be pleased to meet with you and 
Mr. Waxman or with the Committee to discuss this matter. Please 
do not hesitate to contact cur office if we can be of further 
assistance . 


Sincerely 



Robert Raben 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc : The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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January 4, 2000 


Monique Perez Roth, Esq. 

Trial Attorney 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Campaign Financing Task Force 
1400 New York Avenue, N.W., 5* Hoot 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Requested Materials 

Dear Ms. Roth: 

During your interview of me on December 20, 1999, you requested certain 
materials relating to the Committee’s investigation. You requested a copy of H. Res. 

167, which granted the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight the authority to 
conduct staff depositions, as well as a copy of H. Rep. 105-139, the report of the Rules 
Committee accompanying H. Res. 167. Both of those documents are enclosed. 

You also requested that I provide translations of certain records that the 
Committee discovered during a review of documents at the Task Force headquarters 
during the summer of 1998. Specifically, you asked for translations of records that the 
Committee found relevant to its investigation of Ernest Green. 1 have enclosed 
translations of 25 documents, and a transcription of one English document, that mention 
Mr. Green. 


Please contact me if you have any questions about any of these documents. 
Very truly yours, 

CL/ — 

David A. Kass 

Deputy Counsel & Parliamentarian 

Enclosures 

cc: Michael Stem, Esq., Office of General Counsel, U.S. House of Representatives 
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U& Department of Justice 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Washbt&oruD.C. 20535 

January 5, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 
House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing with regard to your subpoena dated 
September 1,1999, and letter from the Committee’s Senior 
Counsel, Marc Chretien, dated October 8, 1999. 

In his letter, Mr. Chretien requested that, among other 
items, all items in the San Antonio WACMUR file be produced in 
response to the Committee’s subpoena. Two volumes of the San 
Antonio WACMUR file contain information regarding the FBI’s 
investigation into possible violations of the Federal jury 
tampering statutes during the Branch Davidian trial held in 
San Antonio, Texas between January and February 1994. Both 
seated/ selected and non- seated jurors had received publications 
via the U.S. mail at their residences from an organization known 
as the Fully Informed Jury Association (FUA) . It was determined 
that there was no apparent compromise of the juror’s identities 
by either the U.S. Marshals Service or the Office of the Clerk of 
the Court. A subject was never identified nor prosecuted in this 
matter. 


The volumes in question contain documents relating to 
the FBI’s. investigation into this matter. The volumes do not 
contain information pertaining to the events that occurred at 
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Honorable Dan Burton 


Mt. Carmel between February 28 and April 19, 1993. Given the 
sensitive nature of the jury tampering investigation and the fact 
that these volumes do not contain information responsive to your 
requests, the FBI proposes that these volumes not be produced at 
this time. If, at some future time, the Committee decides it 
needs to review these volumes, please contact my office to 
discuss this matter. 



Lngwood 

3 si st ant 
office of Public and 
Congressional Affairs 


2 
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January 6,2000 


HENRY A WAXJtUM, CMFCMW. 

HMMMt MMDN7V MfttN * 
TQMLAMOft.CAl#ORNM 
w»RT(.wt{.«i.NEtiwaw 
MAJOR a OWCMO. NtW VORK 
lOtWMUS TOWN SHEW YORK 
WMJL f . MNJORVO. fTNMnUAMM 
FAT BY T MMR. HAWAII 

CAROLYN D MMOMFY. HI W YORK 
C12AN0N HOiMU MORION. 

WSTItCT Of COLUMRU 
-OHMWfAmtK FtMNOnvBNM 
BW1 CUM MUa e , MAR TV AM O 
CONS A KUCMCH CMO 
*00 a eUMKMCMCH. NINOS 

OAH f IT A. 0«vn UJWOA 

JOHN r. T gITHC Y. M ACT ACMU6 ET T8 
JM TURHHt. TEXAS 
THOMAS K AUfM. UA*M 
MAROtPC. RPDl Ja. TEMMMES 
JAMOC 0. SCMMCKOKV. UMOM 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C 20530 


Dear General Reno: 


As you know, the Committee on Government Reform has been investigating the 
illegal fundraising activities of Yah Lin ‘Charlie” Trie. One aspect of the Committee's 
investigation included reviewing documents seized by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation from Mr. Trie's residence and business in Little Rock, Arkansas. 

hi 1998, my staff visited the office of die Campaign Financing Task Force to 
review and copy documents of interest to the Committec'sinvestigation. However, the 
Justice Department did not allow the Committee to take these documents from the Task 
Force offices, on the grounds that their dissemination could jeopardize the investigation 
of Mr. Trie. I acceded to the Department's wishes. Therefore, those documents have 
been stored by die Task Force. Because the Committee’s grant of immunity to Mr. Trie 
on November 10, 1999, clears the way for his public testimony, the Committee would 
like to obtain the copies of the documents stared at the Task Fbrce headquarters. Those 
documents ait essential for a foil understanding of Mr. Trie's activities during the 1996 
presidential election. 

Since the copies of the documents are already gathered in ooe place, I request 
their delivery by Mooday, January 10, 1999. tf you have any questions, please contact 
the Committee’s Chief Counsel, James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. Thank you for your 
attention to tins matter. 
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Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 



1537 


Congress of tfjf (Hnilrl) States 

ttasbrngfim, DC 20515 


January 1 1, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
US. Department of Justice 
T entb and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20550 


Dear General Reno: 


As you know, Florida Circuit Court Judge Rosa Rodriguez has scheduled a hearing for 
March 6 on apetition to grant temporary legal custody of Elian Gonzalez to Ms great uncje. In doing 
so, she ruled that the petition: 

1 Contains sufficient verified allegations that , if emergency relief is not granted and Elian is 
returned to Cuba, he would be subjected to imminent and irreparable harm, including loss 
of due process rights and harm to his physical and mental health and emotional weft-being.* 

Elian Gonzalez’s mother died trying to bring him to freedom in America. We believe that, 
al a minimum, he deserves his day in court He deserves the opportunity to exercise every legal 
option available to him, and no actions should be taken that would p ree mp t his right to due process. 

Last week, the Immigration and Naturalization Service set a date of January 14 for Efian’s 
return to Cuba. There has been open speculation in the media that the Justice Department and the 
INS might not respect the State Co^’sjurisdiction in this matter, andmightnttempt to enforce die 
INS’s decision without awaiting a ruling from the court. We believe that such a course of action 
would be a serious mistake. 

We ask that you make a public commitment dial the Justice Department will take no action 
to return Elian to Cuba until he has had die opportunity to exercise all of the legal options available 
to him. We do not believe that there is any justification for an attempt to sbort-drcuit the judicial 
process. By publicly stating that you will take no action until judicial review of this matter has run 
its course, you will reduce the public anxiety that has surrounded this entire process and reinforce 
thax. in the United States, die rule of law is paramount 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
January 11.2000 
Page 2 


Thank you for your attention to this very important matter. 


Sincerely, 
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Congres® of tfje ®mteb Stated 

$oust o( iRtprefStwattefi 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn house Office Bulging 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 




January 11,2000 


The Hotwaable^ouis J. Freeh 
Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20535-0001 

Dear Director Reeb: 

The Committee on Government Reform is conducting an investigation of campaign 
finance abuses and possible violations of law pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of 
the House of Representatives. 

The Committee has recently come across numerous names of individuals believed to be 
from the Greater China region end who may have some rolein the Committee's investigation. 
Chariie Trie, a witness in the campaign finance investigation, provided the Department of Justice 
Campaign Finance Task Fence with the names during the Task Force's interview of Mr. Trie, 
and these names were provided to the Committee. 

The Committee is trying to learn mote about the individuals named by Mr. Trie and 
would appreciate your agency's assistance. The Committee is operating under some time 
constraints, as it plans to call Mr. Trie as a witness before a Committee bearing sometime in 
February 2000. The Committee requests that you search your files foranyinfonnation you may 
have on the below named individuals. In order to expedite the request, the names which the 
Committee considers a priority are designated as such: 

s i un ity 

1. LmRuoqing (Chairperson, San You Scientific and Technical Industry Group; PLA) 

2. Ctri Yuliang (Chinese State Economic Planning Commission) 

3. Li Deo Yu (PRC official) 

4 ZhouWenghong (PRC official) 

5. Maria Han Xiao (San You Scientific and Technical Industry Group) 

6. LuFenYan (China International TYavel Service) 

7. Zhao Shi Xian (Import/Expoit Director - Changchun City) 
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8. ZhouZiMei (Overseas Economic Relations and Trade Corporation - Changchun) 

9. Torny Winata (aJca. Tommy Winata) (Artha Graba Group, Sateiindo, Indonesia) 

10. Sancosa Gunara (aJut Santoso Gunara) (Artha Graha Group, Sateiindo, Indonesia) 

1 1. Tan Tui Jin (aJcoL Tan Tjn Jin) (Artha Graha Group, Sateiindo, Indonesia) 

12. Chun Hua Yeh (Chairman, American International Bank. Taiwanese male - may hold 
Canadian citizenship) 

13. Wang Tianming (Counselor, Economic and Commercial Section, PRC Embassy) 

14. LiShaoGuo (Ministry of Foreign Economic Relations and Trade) 

15. Cai Jjnbao (PRC Consul General, Houston, TX) 

16. Hsiao Yi (Taiwanese female) 

Other Individuals 

17. Dr. Peter Fu (PDA researcher in Little Rock, Arkansas) 

18. Zhang Jiaming (Director, Changchun Biological Products Institute) 

19. Yang Xiao Qing 

20. Tan Shousheng 

21. Keshi Zhan 

22. Chen Zhu (President, Premier International Investment, Inc.) 

23. Wei Ke Ming (Secxetary/Treasurer, Premier International Investment, Inc.) 

24. Qiao Shi 

25. Hsie-Petex Chen (aJc.a. Chen Gen&ji) 

26. MoKinChing (Grand Union Corporation) 

27. Jin Peng (Grand Union Corporation) 

28. Chih Chong Qrien or “Simon*’ Chien 

29. Albert Yeung (Emperor Group - Hong Kong) 

30. Xiao Yong An (Da Hua Company - Hong Kong) 

31. Du Wei (Director, Beijing office, Daihatsu International Trading Coip.) 

32. Xu Qing 

33. Du Chang Sheng 

34. Shen Shaogang (Employee of Ng Lap Seng) 

35. Xiao Xinhui (Partner of Ng Lap Seng) 

36. LeongSu Sam (Chairman, San Chung Hing Group) 

37. Shen Zhu Bang (Employee of Ng Lap Seng) 

38. Shen Shao Gang (Employee of Ng lip Seng) 

39. Cao Huan Lin (President, Capitol Hotel - Bering) 

40. Bik Fun Priscilla Wong (Sun Star Electronics) 

41. Chu Lei 

42. Shu Lan Lhi 

43. Yan Liang Ren 

44. Aiping Wang (Weicheng International) 

45. SuMing 

46. RenKeyong 

47. Xu Zhenchun (Chinese Association for Science and Technology) 

48. Peng Yu Yeh 
Companies 



1. Changchun Biological Products Institute 

2. San You Scientific and Technical Industry Group 

3. Premier Internationa) Investment, Inc. 

4. Grand Union Corporation 

5. Emperor Group - Hong Kong 

6. Da Hua Company - Hong Kong 

7. China International Travel Service 

8. Overseas Economic Relations and Trade Corporation - Changchun 

9. San Chung Hing Group 

10. Capitol Hotel - Beijing 

1 1. Sun Star Electronics 

12. Weicheng International 

13. Chinese Association for Science and Technology 

14. Nam Van Lakes Development 


Please produce any information on the priority names to the Committee by January 25, 
2000. Please have your staff contac t Senio r Counsel Kristi L. Remington at (202) 225*5074 with 
any questions. Thank you for yopr'Sssistaitoqm this matter. 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
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January 12, 2000 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20530 


Dear General Reno: 


There is a great deal of public uncertainty regarding the legal foundations for the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service’s (’TNS") decisions regarding die fete of Elian 
Gonzalez. As I have repeatedly stated, my only concern is that Elian Gonzalez be afforded due 
process of law in die United States. This afternoon, your staff provided a briefing on INS’s 
actions to date. The following questions were raised during fee discussion and were not clearly 
resolved. I would appreciate an answer to fee following questions at fee earliest possible 
opportunity. 


1. What is the current legal status of Elian Gonzalez? What statutory provision 
determines his current legal status? . 

2. What is the specific statutory basis for Commissioner Meissner’s decision feat . 

Elian Gonzalez’s father has the sole authority to speak for his son in immigration 

matters in the United States? 

3. Does fee Department of Justice believe that Commissioner Meissner’s decision 
that Elian Gonzalez’s father has the sole authority to speak for his son in 
immigration matters in the United States is subject to review in either federal or 
Florida State courts? What is fee legal basis for this opinion? 

I look forward to an answer to fee above questions. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


1543 


U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C 20530 


January 14, 2000 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

House Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letter dated January 4, 2000, requesting technical information 
about the forward looking infrared (FLIR) camera used at the Branch Davidian compound on 
April 19, 1993. 

The FBI has advised that much of the infonnatiou concerning the FUR specifications is 
classified. Accordingly, we would like to provide a classified briefing to Committee Members 
and staff with appropriate security clearances. Due to the classified and law enforcement 
sensitive information involved, the FLIR specifications are not appropriate for public 
dissemination. 

Representatives from the FBFs Office of Public and Congressional Affairs (OPCA) will 
contact Committee staff to schedule die briefing. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you 
would like additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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Jammy 19,2000 


Robert Raben, Esquire 
Assistant Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 



Dear Mr. Raben: 

As you are aware, die Committee continues to investigate events pertaining to the April 
19, 1993, tragedy at Waco, Texas. On September 7, 1999, the Committee issued a subpoena that 
requested the production of documents relating to the events relating to federal law enforcement 
actions at Waco and documents relating to die Department of Justice’s investigation of the Waco 
tragedy. 

Recently, during an interview of Mr. Edward S.O. Dennis, Jr., Committee staff learned 
that Mr. Dennis possesses documents relating to the Department's investigation that were not 
produced to the Committee or to the trial court pursuant to its order. Mr. Dennis indicated that 
he did not have any problem with producing these documents to Congress, I therefore request 
that you facilitate their production to the Committee as soon as possible. 

Please have your staff contact Andrd Hollis, Committee Counsel, at <202) 225-5074 if 
there are any qncxtiopsiiegardlng this request. Thank you in advanoe for your continued 
cooperation in this matter. 


Sincerely, 


C - 1 

» 

C. Wilson 
al Counsel 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Federal Bureau of fnvestigrion 


Wubngtoo, D. C. 20535 
January 20, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing with regard to your subpoena dated 
September 1, 1999, and letter from the Committee’s Senior 
Counsel, Marc Chretien, dated October 8, 1999. 

In his letter prioritizing the documents the Committee 
wanted to review, Mr. Chretien requested that, among other 
materials, all items in the San Antonio and Headquarters WACMUR 
files be produced. The FBI has assigned all available personnel 
resources to this massive production effort and to date has 
provided the entire San Antonio WACMUR file to the Committee. 

The materials provided in this file included all Title III tapes 
(approximately 165) , all negotiation tapes (approximately 314) 
and approximately 60 VHS tapes related to the incident at Waco. 

In its ongoing review of the Headquarters WACMUR file, 
the FBI has discovered that the file contains numerous copies of 
the media-type materials (i.e.. Title III tapes, negotiation 
tapes and VHS tapes) which have already been produced to the 
Committee with the San Antonio WACMUR file. Additional copies of 
these same media -type materials are interspersed throughout the 
remainder of the files to be produced to the Committee. 

Therefore, the FBI proposes that duplicate media- type 
materials not be produced to the Committee at this time, provided 
that we are able to confirm that the item is identical to one 
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already produced. By eliminating the need to reproduce these 
materials, the FBI will be able to more expeditiously process 
other materials requested by the Committee. If, at some future 
time, the Committee determines that it needs to review the 
duplicative tapes, we will of course make them available. 

Sincerely, 


$Lsistant Director 
Office of Public and 
Congressional Affairs 



2 
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January 24, 2000 


Robot Raben, Esquire 
Assistant Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

<ut— 

DearMr,Jts6en: 

As you may be aware, Committee staff i ntervie w ed Mr. Richard Scruggs on 
January 5, 2000, regarding the Department’s October, 1993, Repent on the Waco tragedy. 
Mr. Scruggs indicated that documents relating to the drafting of Ok Report were in the 
Department's possession and, in fact, he produced seventeen pages of documents 
relating to the underlying investigation. 

To date, however, the Committee has received no additional documents that relate 
to Mr. Scruggs* investigation. In addition, the Committee understands that documents 
responsive to the Committee’s subpoena mid within the possession of the Federal Bureau 
oflnvestigatian have been available for production to the Committee since the middle of 
December. The Committee has yet to receive those documents. 

Please have your staff contact Andbd Holl is. Committee Counsel, at (202) 225- 
5074 to discuss the production of all the outstanding documents germane to die Justice 
Department Report prepared by Mr. Scruggs. Thank you in advance for your 
cooperation. 


Sincerely, 

¥ 

JamqJC Wflson 
General Counsel 
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Robert Raben, Esquire 
January 24, 2000 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Member 

Faith Burton, Esquire (via facsimile) 
Senior Special Counsel 


2 
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Congress of tfje Wlmteb States 

$outfe of lUprrim tattoo* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buileknq 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 


January 24, 2000 



Honorable Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 



Pursuant to my telephone conversation with Associate Deputy Attorney General 
Craig Iscoe, this letter serves as a formal request for the Department of Justice 
cooperation agreements with Man Ho, Yi Chu, and Suh Jen Wu. 


Please provide copies of these agreements at your earliest convenience. 

Sincerely, 

V 

James Wilson 

Chief Counsel 


cc: Honorable Craig Iscoe 
Honorable Henry Waxman 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 



Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington, D.C. 20530 

Januaiy 27, 2000 


Janies Wilson, Esq. 

Chief Counsel 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

This is in response to your letter of Januaiy 24, 2000. Enclosed please find copies of the 
cooperation agreements with the Department that the Venerable Man Ho Shih and the Venerable 
Yi Chu signed in August of 1997. These agreements have been entered in the record of United 
States v. Maria Hsia. Cr. No. 98-0057. We will provide the Committee with a copy of the 
cooperation agreement for the Venerable Abbess Tzu Jung at such time as we can release it 
publicly. Also enclosed is a copy of the Memorandum Opinion and Order that the Court issued 
on Januaiy 24, 2000, regarding die appearances of the Venerable Man Ho Shih, the Venerable Yi 
Chu, and the Venerable Abbess Tzu Jung at the trial of Ms. Hsia. 

Please do not hesitate to contact us if we may be of further assistance on this or any other 

matter. 


Sincerely, 



Assistant Attorney General 

Enclosures 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U. S. Department of Justice 


HUi^AC 20SS0 


BY FACSIMILE AHD FIRST GLASS MAID 

Mr. Brian sun 
O'Keill, Lysaght, & Sun 
100 Wilshire Boulevard 
Santa Monica, CA 90401*1142 

Dear Mr. Sun: 

It is our understanding that your client. Me. Yi~Chu r desires 
to cooperate with the government in its efforts to enforce federal 
lav on the condition that her statements are protected by a grant 
of use immunity. This letter is intended as a grant of that 
immunity, co-extensive with the terms sat forth in 18 U.S-C. 
Sections 6001-6002. 

The specific terms of this grant of use immunity are as 
follows : 

1. The government will specifically question Ms. Yi-Chu as 

to her Jcnovledge of all matters which the government, in its sole 
discretion, deems relevant to its ongoing criminal investigation 
regarding campaign financing issues 1 The government agrees that no 
responsive statement made or information provided pursuant to this 
agreement may be used, directly or indirectly, against* Ms. Yi-Chu 
in any criminal case, except in a prosecution for perjury or giving 
a false statement. * 

2. In return, Ms. Yi-Chu agrees that she will provide 

complete and truthful information to law enforcement officials 
regarding any criminal conduct on her part and everything she knows 
or has reason to believe about the criminal conduct of others. She 
also agrees to produce all documents and physical evidence of any 
kind in her possession or under her control which relate to the 
information she provides. 

3. Ms. Yi-Chu agrees to provide complete and truthful 

testimony to any grand jury, trial jury,' judge, or magistrate in 

any proceeding in which she may be called to testify. 

4. For instance, Ms. Yi-Chu must neither conceal nor 

minimize her own actions or involvement in any crime, nor conceal, 
minimize, fabricate, or exaggerate anyone elee*s actions or 
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involvemnt in any crime. She must be completely truthful about 
the facts, whatever those may be. 

5. MS. Kan Ho understands that the crimes of giving false 
statements and of perjury are felonies, each instance of which is 
punishable by up to five years in prison and a $250,000 fine. 

6. you and Ms. Kan Ho acknowledge and agree that the 
Department of Justice cannot bind the federal Election Commission 
(FTC) , or make any promises or representations regarding an^civil 
proceedings that may be instituted by the PEC with respect to 
.persons who may have violated one or more provisions of the Federal 
Election Campaign Act, 2 U.S.C. sections 431-442. 

7. Any material breach of tills agreement by Ks. Kan Ho will 
void the agreement in its entirety and will release the government 
from any obligation under this agreement. 

S. No commitments, promises, or representations have been 
made to you or Ks. Kan Ho regarding the use immunity being provided 
to Ms. Man Ho, other than those contained herein. 

9. Ks. Kan Ho acknowledges that this agreement has been read 
to her in her native language and that she has reviewed this 
agreement with her counsel and fully .and completely understands its 
contents. 
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If the terms of this letter meet with your approval, please 
sign and date this letter, and have Ms. Kan Ho do so as well. The 
original should be returned to us by mail or should be provided to 
us in hand prior to the questioning of Ms. Kan Ho. 

Thank you. 



Public Integrity section 
criminal Division 
(202) 307-0773 


AGREED: 


Dates A*. £+ !«sq. 




UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


) 

VENERABLE ABBESS TZU JUNG ) 

VENERABLE MAN HOSHHL and ) 

VENERABLE YICHU. ) 

) 

hnervenoii. ) 

• ) 

) 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA. ) 

) 

v. ) 

) 

MARIA HSIA, ) 

) 

Defendant- ) 

: _j 


filed 

JM 2 4 2000 

MitctUancnw Wo. 99-M2Q (PLF) 


Criminal No. 98-0057 (PLF) 


MSMQIaNPPM QPlWIQtLAW QBPEE 

This mi tter ii before the Court on the motion of ime rveno ra Venerable Abbess 
fzu Jung, Venerable Man Ho Shib and Venerable VI Qai do reconsider. this Court's Order of 
Dctobcr 16. 199$ regarding trial subpoenas. That order c caflnn c d ihe co nt l naing validity of 
be trial subpoenas tbat bad been served on these witnoses. before the Cnart continued the trial 
•late. On September 13, 1999, the Court set a new trial date of January 18. 2000, and opening 
.aatementa now are scheduled for January 27,2000. The Court betid argument on the 
memnort* motion on January 18, 2000. 

Interveners first argue that die subpoenas are stale and no longer valid because 
of the length oltkns between die original trial date fbrwhkh die subpoenas were issued and 
•be new trial date — nearly 16 months - and that the subpoenas therefore should be gnashed 
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The Court disagrees. By virtue of this Court’s October 16, 1998 Order, everyone vis on 
notice that "the trial subpoenas remain in hill force unless vacated upon proper application* 
Interveners made no such application for nearly 15 months, until January 11, 2000 — one week 
before the scheduled trial date — even though they had been aware of the new trial data since at 
(east November 18. 1999. The application id quash the subpoenas is denied: the subpoenas 
remain valid and in foil force and effect and must be hono red . TTni^rf 

284 U.S. 421, 442-43 0932); In reUtind Jury Witness . 835 F.24 437, 441-42 (2d Or. 1987). 

Interveners next argue that they have adequate excuse s for not appearing for 
xial because of (heir religious responsibilities. They invoke both the Free Exercise Clause of 
Pint Amendment and the Religious Freedom Restoration Act, 42 U.S.C. § 2000bb.gj£Q. 
With respect to the Venerable Abbess Tm Jung, her counsel concedes that while it would be a 
lardship for her Co appear, she has no adequate excuse for not doing so. Counsel therefore has 
id vised the Court that die Abbess will appear to testify at trial aadhis discussed specific dales 
for her testimony with government counsel. 

Counsel has represented co the Court that Venerable Man Ho is currently 
.issigned to the main Fo Kuang Shan Temple m Taiwan and tint "[tjravel to the United States 
Or an extended period of time would create an undue hardship for Venerable Man Ho and 
legativdy impact her religious duties. She tints requests the Court find her excused from 
: appealing to testily." Interveaors* Motion at 3. Counsel further raggeftts that "an extreme 
furdship exists which precludes (her] ability to comply with the government's subpoenas." 

: ntervenors' Reply at 7. Such "hardship" hardly has Firm Amendment implications. There is 
:io adequate excuse for Venerable Man Ho’s failure to appear for trial, and she is directed to 
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jo so .on pain of contempt. &»%U«wv Unityfl 465 F.2d 002, 804 (2d Cir.). vacated 
20 fifes erounds. 409 U.5. 944 (1972). 

AX first blush, Venerable Yi On presents a somewhat mote difficult problem. 
AlCboqgh no affidavit las been filed in support of her free Exercise claim, her counsel hie 
represented that Venerable Yi Chn was. assign*) to a one-year meditation program in Taiwan 
in November 8, 1999, and that tba nates and regulations of the Fo Kuang Shan Order of tha 
Buddhist religion require that she sot travel or have contact widi the outside world during that 
period. Interveners’ Motion at 2, 7*8. Counsel also states that Venerable Yi Cfci is not 
lUowed to speak during this one-year period and could never be readmitted to the program if 
sh* Heft Co coma to the United States to testify. Interveners' Reply as 2-3. Thera is no das 
support for these assertions, however, even in the unsworn submissions provided as exhibits to 
imervenore* motion papers - excerpts from two brochures, including translated excerpts from 
s document (or portion of a document) entitled "Regulations Regarding Zen Buddhism Study 
HalL* $ss Intervenors* Motion, Exhibit C; Intervenots* Reply, Exhibit A. 

For example, although conversing wish others at the abbey and greeting 
dassmates may not be permitted, there is no evidence that Venerable Yi Chu is pre v e n te d from 
speaking to counsel about her obfigarfene to this Court and the necessary travel arrangements 
hat must be made, or that she is prohibited from testifying at trial. Nor is there support for 
he argument that she could "sever" be readmitted to a one-year meditation program Eke tip 
)oe in which she now is participating. In short, the Court has bean given no evidence of an 
unconstitutional burden on Venerable YI Chu’s free exercise of religion that would excuse her 
appearance to testify at trial, and she is directed to do so on pain of contempt. Sec Mack v. 
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QJLSSIX, 80 F. 3d 1175 (7* Cir, 1996); Smitow v. United Statet 465 F.2d at 804. The Court 
will hoar testimony with respect to the burdens on free exercise - including possibly expert 
testimony — at any contempt hearing that may become necessary. 

Finally, while the Court is not certain whether Venerable Man Hb Shih and 
Venerable Yi Cbu are nationals or residents of the Ttaited States, the Court expressly Hods that 
the testimony of these witnesses is necessary in (he interest of justice. 28 U.S.C. $ 1783. 
*[0]ae of the duties which the citizen owes to {her] governmen t is to support the 
idministration of justice by attending its courts and giving (bet} testimony whenever [she] is 
xoperiy summoned/ Blackmer v. United States . 284 U.S. at 438 (upholding sanctions 
mposed for refusal to obey a subpoena directing U.S. citizen to renin) from abroad to testify 
is a witness for the go ver nment at criminal trial). 

Upon consideration of the foregoing, it is hereby 

ORDERED (hat Interveners' Motion for Reconsideration of Order Regarding 
Trial Subpoenas is DENIED; it is 

FURTHER ORDERED that aft counsel in this case and counsel for the 
B te r ve n or s shall appear at a status co n fe ren c e at noon on Wednesday. Jannixy 26, 2000, si 
which time counsel shall advise the Comt of bis chests' intentions in view of this 
Memorandum Opinion and Order; sod it is 
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FURTHER ORDERED that in (he absence of a further order from this Court, 

Venerable Yi Out and Venerable Man Ho Shih shall appear before this Court on January 28, 

1000 at 9:00 a.m. upon pain of contempt. 


50 ORDERED. 
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OWE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje Hm'ttb States 

House of Repmtntat tors 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 



January 27, 2000 



MU. t KAUOMKL PSIWY 1VW HR 
PATSV T. MMK. MVUU 

cmolvn b. MWONIV. New wm 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney Genera] 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Grant of Immunity to Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie 

. Dear General Reno: 

On November 10* 1999, the Committee on Government Reform voted to grant 
immunity to Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie, hi the near future, the Committee expects to hold 
public bearings where Mr. Trie will give his testimony. In order to prepare properly for 
the public bearings. Committee staff would like to interview Mr. Trie in an informal 
setting first, just as your prosecutors have interviewed him. However, Mr. Trie’s counsel 
has taken the position that the grant of immunity conferred by the Committee does not 
apply to non-compulsory testimony, including. interviews. Unfortunately, the immunity 
statute does not explicitly allow the Committee to offer any other farm of immunity 
which would apply to a voluntary interview. Accordingly, the Committee has been 
exploring other methods by which Committee staff and Mr. Trie will be able to speak 
prior to the Committee bearings. 

As you know, the Justice Department has the power to provide individuals with a 
letter granting them immunity from prosecution based on information provided in the 
course of a certain interview. The Justice Department interviewed Mr. Trie on a number 
of different occasions, and apparently gave Mr. Trie a grant of immunity for each 
interview. 1 request that the Department give Mr. Trie a similar letter granting him 
* immunity from prosecution for information which he provides to the Committee in the 
coursrof voluntary interviews prior to his public testimony. . 

I am hopeful that die Justice Department will agree with this simple request Asl 
indicated, the Justice Department gave Mr. Trie this kind of immunity on a number of 
earlier occasions. Moreover, given that the Department decided that the Committee’s 
fonnsl grant of immunity did not endanger the Department’s tmgoing criminal cases, 
neither should a letter granting immunity for interviews with staff. Your cooperation 
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with the request will allow the Committee to prepare for lengthy hearings by reviewing a 
large volume of evidence with Mr. Trie in an informal setting prior to the formal hearing. 

As the Committee plans to proceed with hearings in the near future, I would 
appreciate a response to my request by February 2, 2000. 



Chairman 


cc: 


The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C. 20530 


February 3, 2000 

Mr. James C. Wilson 
General Counsel 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C 20515-6143 

Dear Mr^JVflst^ 

This responds to your letter, dated January 24, 2000, regarding the Department’s 
production of Waco-related documents responsive to the Committee's subpoena. We have 
produced to the Committee the vast bulk of the materials identified in your letter and we will 
continue to make every good faith effort to meet our production obligations in a timely manner. 

The files gathered by Mr. Scruggs in the course of his investigation, and that served as the 
basis for his report, consist of three boxes of documents and a large collection of audiotapes. On 
January 18, 2000, we produced to the Committee two of the three boxes. The remaining box, 
consistent with our standard practice, is presently under review at the FBI and we expect that it 
will be produced to the Committee in the very near future. Copies of the audiotapes that 
comprise the remainder of the Scruggs materials, recordings of the negotiations with the Branch 
Davidians and Title III interceptions of conversations inside the Compound, were produced to 
the Committee on November 22, 1999. 

The additional FBI documents which your letter indicates had not been received by the 
Committee, plus special media from the files of the FBI, were produced to the Committee in two 
parts, on January 1 8 and 24. The production of these materials was delayed for a short period, 
regrettably, while we were considering how best to manage the production of materials from all 
Department components responsive to the Committee’s several subpoenas. 

Additionally, I want to confirm that on February 1, 2000, in response to an informal 
Committee staff request, we produced to the Committee a copy of the FBI's Proposed Operations 
Plan, bearing Bates numbers WWC182-0100 to 0108. This document was among the materials 
provided to the Attorney General by the FBI on April 12, 1993. These briefing materials, 
including the Proposed Operations Plan, were produced to Congress in 1995 (bearing the 
designations "WACO 3378’’ to "WACO 3480”). 
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[ hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would 
like additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 


Sincerely, 



Assistant Attorney General 

cc: Mr. Michael Yeager 

Democratic Staff 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Campaign Financing Task Force 
Criminal Division 


Honiqam Fare* Roth 
Trial Attorney 

Dixmat Liam: 
202/616-4381 


VIA gACSlMlU M»d U.S. MAIL 


1400 Vetw York Ave, TSf.W. , 5 th Yl oox 
Washington , D. C. 20530 

202/307-0655 
202/307-0744 (fax) 

February 7, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
House of Representatives 
United States Congress 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
c/o 

Office of the General Counsel 
219 ^Cannon House Office Bldg 
Washington, DC 20515 
FAX: (202) 226-1360 


RB: Production of Written Summaries of Witness Interviews 


The Honorable Messrs. Burton and Waxman: 


The Department of Justice Campaign Financing Task Force ("Task Force*) 
is investigating matters related to the 1996 election cycle. In this vein, 
the Task Force is considering a criminal referral by the Committee on 
Government Refqrm of the House of Representatives ("House Committee*) . The 
referral requests that the Department of Justice investigate, among other 
things, the role, if any, played by Bmest Green in the attendance of Wang Jun 
at a White House coffee on February 6, 1996. The referral also alleges, among 
other things, that Bmest Green provided false and perjured testimony to the 
House and Senate in his various depositions and that, by so doing, he 
obstructed the congressional investigations to which his testimony related. 
Bmest Green was deposed. by the House Committee oh December 17, 1997 and again 
on September 25, 1997. 

In order to fully and properly investigate these allegations, the Task 
Force is seeking copies of written summaries of witness interviews prepared by 
the Committee. Specifically, the Task Force is .seeking written summaries of 
interviews of: Theodore Roosevelt, Jill Shavitz, Martha Shoffner, Jeff 
Mishkin, Sue Ling Gin, Tim Russell, Jennifer Russell, Larry Garrett, Mimi 
Chang, Dr. Shenchun Xu, Man 1 in Foung, Tai A. Lin, George Johnson, Jody Webb, 
William Peh Kong Wan, Charles Chiang, Carol Pan, Priscilla Wong Blk Fun and 
Meredith Woo -Cummings. 
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We trust that you appreciate the need to keep this matter, including 
this letter and its contents, strictly confidential, and look forward to your 
prompt response. 


Sincerely, 



Campaign Financing Task Force 
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ILS. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of «» ABtant Attorney Genera} 


makmfcm.IXC 20530 


February 7, 2000 


The Honorable Pan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee On Government Reform 
U.S . House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for your January 12, 2000, letter to the 
Attorney General regarding the case of Elite Gonzdlez. 

Elite Gonzalez is inadmissible to the united States under 
Section 212(a)(7) of the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA) , 8 
U.S.C. § 1182(a)(7). When Elite first arrived in Florida on 
November 25, 1959, the Immigration and Naturalization Service 
(INS) deferred his inspection and paroled him until 
December 23, 1999, pursuant to 8 C.F.R. § 235.2. In order to 
permit a thorough evaluation of the issues in his case, the INS 
later deferred his inspection again until January 21, 2000, and 
has since extended again this inspection date. Elite thus 
remains in parole status pursuant to 8 C.F.R. § 235.2. 

On January 5, 2000, the INS determined that Juan Gonzdlez, 
Elite's father, had the sole authority under applicable law to 
speak for his son. Our decision that Elite's father and sole 
surviving parent, Juan Gonzalez, has the legal authority to speak 
for him in immigration matters is consistent with INS practice 
and with the legal principle that the parent is the person most 
able to represent the child's best interests. When an 
unaccompanied minor alien, such as Elite, arrives in the United 
States without proper entry documents, the INS routinely attempts 
to contact a parent, either in the United States or in another 
country, regarding the child's whereabouts and inadmissibility. 
Here, after Elite's inspection was deferred, the INS met with his 
father who clearly articulated his desire that Elite withdraw his 
application for admission and return to Cuba. 
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United States law upholds the primacy of the parent -child 
relationship and the right of a parent to direct the management 
and care of a child. The United States Supreme Court has 
recognized that n ft]he history and culture of Western 
civilization reflect a 9trong tradition of parental concern for 
the nurture and upbringing of their children. This primary role 
of the parents in the upbringing of their children is now 
established beyond debate as an enduring American tradition." 
Wisconsin v. Yoder . 406 U.S. 205, 232 (1972) ; see also Pierce 
v. Society of Sisters . 268 U.S. 510, 535 (1925). With this role 
as primary care -giver and protector comes the recognition of "the 
right of parents, not merely to be notified of their children's 
actions, but to speak and act on their behalf." Hodason v. 
Minnesota . 497 U.S. 417, 483 (1990) (Kennedy, J., concurring in 
part and dissenting in part) (citing J. Schouler, Law of Domestic 
Relations 337 (3d ed. 1882) ; 1 W. Blackstone, Commentaries 452- 
53; 2 J. Kent, Commentaries on American Law 203-06; G. Field, 
Legal Relations of Infants 63-80 (1888)). 

It is not the case, however, that, without exception, INS 
will always send a child back to the surviving parent. In 
deciding whether to give effect to the father ! s wishes in this 
case, the INS carefully examined whether there was any reason 
that the father could not be relied upon to represent the child's 
interests. Specifically, the INS considered allegations that the 
father was under coercion such that he was not able to express 
his true wishes for the child or was not able to assess properly 
whether the child was at risk of persecution or torture upon his 
return to Cuba. On both counts, after interviewing the father on 
two occasions and the Miami relatives, as well as examining other 
available information, including the asylum application tendered 
on Elion's behalf, the INS found no reason to question the 
father’s decision not to assert an asylum claim on behalf of 
Eli£n or his desire to be reunited with his son. 

Therefore, the INS found no basis for disregarding the 
clearly stated decision of Eli&n's father to withdraw his son's 
application for asylum. Although it is possible for a minor to 
apply for asylum over the wishes of his parent, this is not such 
a case. A Federal appeals court, in considering this question, 
has determined that a 12 -year-old child is *near the lower end of 
an age range in which a minor may be mature enough to assert 
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certain individual rights that equal or override those of his 
parents." Polovchak v. Meese . 774 F. 2d 731, 736 (7** Cir. 1985). 
Therefore, in keeping with INS policy, the INS permitted Eli&n's 
father to withdraw his son's application for admission pursuant 
to INA S 235(a) (4), 8 U.S.C. § 1225(a) (4), and to decline to file 
an asylum application on his behalf. 

We believe that resolution of the question who should speak 
for Eli£n in immigration matters is exclusively within the 
purview of the INS, as the Federal agency charged with 
implementing and enforcing the Nation's immigration laws. We 
further believe that the INS decision may only be challenged, if 
at all, in Federal court. As you may know, the attorneys 
representing the child's great uncle iiave filed such a challenge 
in the U.S. District Court in Miami. 

In the event you have further questions regarding this 
matter, please do not hesitate to contact this office. 


Sincerely, 


Robert Raben 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General I Washington. D. C. 20530 

February 1 1 , 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This supplements our prior responses to the Committee's subpoena issued September 1 , 
1999, requesting certain documents relating to Waco. 

Enclosed are 292 photographs from the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 
Headquarters files that the Committee staff requested be produced on an expedited basis at our 
meeting yesterday. These photographs were taken by Daniel Korb. a Photographer in the Special 
Photographic Unit of the FBI Laboratory Division. These photographs (and some associated 
materials) bear the Bates numbers GNC07 7-0001 to CNG077-0305. In order to produce these 
photographs in this accelerated fashion, we have not had time to scan images of the photographs 
to a CD-ROM disk. We will produce to the Committee shortly a CD-ROM disk with images of 
the photographs, as well as a copy of each photograph endorsed with the unique assigned Bates 
numbers, as is our usual practice. 

] hope that these materials are helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would 
like additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 

Sincerely. 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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February 11,2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Grant of Immunity to Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie 

Dear General Reno: 

On January 27, 2000, 1 wrote to you and requested that you consider providing 
assistance to the Committee on Government Reform as it attempts to interview Yah Lin 
‘Charlie” Trie prior to its public hearing. As 1 indicated earlier, an informal interview 
with Trie should be easy to arrange, and it should assist both the Committee and the 
Department in preparing for the public testimony of Charlie Trie. 

As I explained in detail in my January 27 letter, the Committee is unable to 
conduct an informal interview of Mr. Trie prior to the hearing, because counsel for Mr. 
Trie have taken the position that the Committee's grant of immunity does not apply to 
non-compulsory testimony, including interviews. Accordingly, if Mr. Trie is to provide 
an interview to the Committee, he will require a letter from the Justice Department 
granting him immunity from prosecution based on information provided in the course of 
the interview. The Justice Department has apparently granted this form of immunity to 
Mr. Trie on earlier occasions, so 1 cannot see why the Department would be hesitant to do 
so again. 

As I also indicated in my earlier letter, 1 believe that such a process would be a 
great help to both the Committee and the Department of Justice. First, it would allow the 
Committee to review a larger body of evidence with Mr. Trie than it would be able to in 
public session. Additionally, it will allow the Committee to dispose of issues that are not 
necessarily relevant to a public hearing. The interview will assist the Justice Department 
as it will give the Department the opportunity to hear Mr. Trie's responses to the 
Committee prior to his public testimony. If Mr. Trie’s hearing testimony raises issues 
that affect ongoing investigations, or the possibility of new investigations, the interview 
would give the Justice Department the ability to request that the Committee not raise 
these issues in public. 
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My staff has discussed my request with your staff several times since January 27, 
but we have not received a definitive response. As the bearing date is rapidly 
approaching, I would appreciate it if the Department could reach a decision on whether it 
will assist the Committee in this effort 



fliaifman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington. D.C. 20530 


February 15, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 

Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Nr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letters of January 27 and 
February 11, 2000, in which you request that the Department of 
Justice provide Yah Lin "Charlie" Trie informal "letter immunity" 
that would grant him use immunity from federal prosecution for 
any statements or . information he provides to the Committee in 
the course of voluntary interviews prior to his testimony. 

In response to your request, we have sent Mr. Trie's counsel 
a letter (a copy of which is enclosed) setting forth the 
Department's commitment to treat any statements or information 
provided by Mr. Trie during informal interviews prior to his 
testimony as if they were covered by the Court's use immunity 
Order. 

We note that it would be inappropriate for the Department 
to attempt to compel Mr. Trie to participate in pre-testimony 
interviews and for Department personnel to attend such 
interviews. Neither would serve a law enforcement purpose, nor be 
consistent with the Department's longstanding view, based on 
separation of powers and due process concerns , that the Executive 
Branch should not become a partner in, or an agent for, an 
investigation conducted by a component of the Legislative Branch. 
In this instance, we were willing to provide the enclosed letter 
to Mr. Trie in response to the Committee ' s request because we 
view the letter as a de minimus extension of the court-ordered 
use immunity for congressional testimony, to which the Department 
has previously indicated it has no objection. 
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Please do not hesitate to contact me if I may be of further 
assistance on this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

'WJrftU 

Robert Raben 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 


2 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Criminal .Division 


Wiahiaptca. D.C. 


20530 


February 15, 2000 


Reid Weingarten, Esq. 

Steptoe & Johnson 

1330 Connecticut Ave., N.W. 

Washington, D.C, 20036 

Dear Mr. Weingarten: 

I understand from the Chairman of the House Committee on 
Government Reform that your client, Yah Lin M Charlie" Trie, has 
expressed concern about participating in informal preparatory 
interviews with Committee staff prior to his immunized 
congressional testimony because the Court's congressional 
immunity Order with respect to Mr. Trie does not apply to non- 
compulsory testimony. 

At Chairman Burton's request, I am writing on behalf of the 
Justice Department to inform you that the Department will treat 
any statements or information provided by Mr. Trie during 
informal preparatory interviews with Committee staff prior to his 
immunized testimony as if they were covered by the Court's 
immunity Order. We trust that the Department's commitment in 
this regard will address Mr. Trie's Fifth Amendment concerns 
about the Committee's pre-testimony interviews. 


Sincerely 



Michael £• Horowitz 
Chief of Staff to the 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Dan Burton 

The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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Subpena Duces Tecum 

Sutfjoritp of tfje ftoustt of l&eptesfentattoe* of tfje 
Conge t&i of fye ©rntelr States; of America 


To United States Department . of . Jus t ice # . . Serve: f Honor able^ # Jane£ .Rep.q 

You are hereby commanded to produce the things identified on the attached schedule before the 

AdA Committee on 

of the House of Representatives of the United States, of which the Hon. .jPft&.Rwrfcpfl. 

is chairman, by producing such things in Room ....?A XI of the 

Jteyfcwm Building , in the city of Washington, on 

#Ar.ch.A8tu..?.QP.Q at the hour of *5 aP.QEM 

To ....JfaxU>J?te..TfwhvxvX 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 
J.foU. day of ...Jfebxuaxy. OTtftQfl. 



Attest: 

Clerk. 


Chairman. 



1575 


Subpena for.. H.S... Department, of. .Jn&t tee 

.Santee . Xha . Honor ah La . Janet . Here 

.Tanuth. .Straet . & . Const l£u£ ion. .Avenue .. NW 

.Washington .DC . 2053C 

before the Committee on the 

.Govarnmant . Reform. 


Served. »Y 
.TO 
.DATE 




•Home of Representatives 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


United States Department of Justice 
Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 
Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record’s Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chief Investigative Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 

Definitions and Instructions 

(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the word "record” or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or. unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or “records* shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer” or "relate” and "concerning” as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
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and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to which 
you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have put in 
storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present. 

(4) The conjunctions N or” and "and" are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

Subpoenaed Items 

Please provide the Committee with all records relating to Justice Department 
investigations of possible unauthorized disclosures of information by Richard Scruggs. 


2 
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February 17,2000 


Robert J. Conrad, Jr. 

Monique Perez Roth 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Campaign Financing Task Force 
1400 New York Avenue, N.W., 5 th Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Reflu^i^d Materials 

Dear Mr. Conrad and Ms. Roth: 

In response to your request of February 7, 2000, 1 am pleased to enclose copies of 
interview summaries conducted by staff of the Committee on Government Reform. 
Enclosed are copies of interview summaries for the following witnesses: Theodore 
Roosevelt, Jill Shawitz, Martha Shoffner, Jeff Mishkin, Sue ling Gm, Tim Russell, 
Jennifer Russell, Larry Garrett, Mimi Chang, Dr. Zhenchun Xu, Manlin Foung, Tai A. 
Lin, George Johnson, Jody Webb, William Peh Kong Wan, Charles Chiang, Carol Pan, 
Priscilla Wong Bik Fun, and Meredith Woo-Cumings. 

If you have any questions about this matter, or if there is any way that the 
Committee can further assist you, please do not hesitate to contact me at 225-5074. 

nr 



David A. Kass 

Deputy Counsel & Parliamentarian 


Enclosures 


cc: Michael Stem, Esq., Office of General Counsel, U.S. House of Representatives 
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U^. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C 20330 

February 17, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This supplements our prior responses to the Committee's subpoena issued September 1 , 

1 999, requesting certain documents relating to Waco. 

On February 15, 2000, we delivered a box to the Committee that contained 10 audiotapes 
(and sunogate pages - images of the produced special media — Bates-stamped CNG060-0001 to 
0010) from the FBI Headquarters files and other FBI materials. 

On February 16, 2000, we delivered two boxes that contained copies of documents from 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation and from the Constitutional and Specialized Litigation 
Section (CSTS) of the Civil Division. The first box contained documents totalling 4063 pages 
and bearing the Bates numbers CNG068-0001 to 4043; CNG002-0141A, -0141B, -0141C, - 
0141D, -0I47A, -0147B; and CNG004-0832A, -08S3A, -0882A, -1917A. The documents 
bearing the Bates number prefixes CNG068 are from the FBI Headquarters files. The lO pages 
that bear a Bates number with an alphabetic suffix are materials from the FBI Hostage Rescue 
Team files in Quantico, Virginia. These pages were not produced to the Committee when the 
remaining HRT materials were produced in September of last year. At the time the FBI 
transferred the HRT materials to the U.S. Marshals Service, the FBI Office of General Counsel 
(OGC) photocopied the materials to have a set from which to produce documents responsive to 
the congressional subpoena, as well as various outstanding discovery requests is the civil 
litigation. Apparently, during die process of photocopying the set of materials responsive to the 
Committee's subpoena, these pages inadvertently were omitted. These pages should be inserted 
. ^in alphabetic order) immediately behind the previously-produced pages with the same numeric 
Bates numbers. 1 have also enclosed for your convenience one CD-ROM disk, designated 
CN25, that contains images of the materials in these boxes. 

The second box we delivered yesterday contained CSTS documents that are additional 
materials from the files of Richard Scruggs, Bates-stamped GNC074-000I to 0747. 
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Please note that where information that is privileged in the litigation or covered by Rule 
6{c) has been removed, a sheet setting forth this fact has been substituted. Please note as well 
that documents originating with other agencies, such as the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms and the Federal Bureau of Investigation, have been removed and referred to those 
agencies in accordance with our usual third-agency practice. Again, a sheet denoting this fact has 
been substituted in place of the missing page. We anticipate the agencies will complete their 
review and return the materials to us shortly. 

I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact trie if you would 
like additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Rabcn 

Assistant Attorney General 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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Louis I. Freeh, Director 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
J. Edgar Hoover Building 
935 Pennsylvania Ave., NW 
Washington. D.C. 20535-0001 


Dear Director Freeh: 

Yesterday, I was made aware of reports that at least some of the FLIR technology and 
equipment used at Waco on April 19. 1993. are not classified. From the earliest days of the 
Committee on Government Reform investigation of the Waco tragedy, and certainly as far back 
as August of 1999, Committee staff have been told that the equipment and the way the equipment 
was used are classified. Indeed, there was a reluctance to share any information about the use of 
FLIR technology with staff who had even the highest levels of security clearance. On this point, I 
attach a copy of the letter to myself from Assistant Attorney General Robert Raben. 

I am concerned that Justice Department and F.B.I. personnel were less than forthcoming 
about the usage of FLIR technology on April 19, 1993. I would very much appreciate your 
providing an explanation of what aspects of the FUR usage during the Waco tragedy are 
classified, and what are not In addition, please provide the Committee with a chronology of 
when the FUR technology and equipment used at Waco were first classified, and when they were 
declassified. If you have any questions about this request, pkase contact me or have your staff 
contact ray Chief Counsel, James Wilson. 



Attachment 
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February 18,2000 


.The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General of the United States 
Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20530 


Dear General Reno; 

Yesterday, 1 was made aware of reports that at least some of the FUR technology and 
equipment used at Waco on April 19, 1993, are not classiiied. From the earliest days of the 
Committee on Government Reform investigation of the Waco tragedy, and certainly as far back 
as August of 1999, Committee staff have been told -that the equipment and the way the equipment 
was used are classified. Indeed, there was a reluctance to share any information about the use of 
FUR technology with staff who had even the highest levels of security clearance. On this point, I 
attach a copy of the letter to myself from Assistant Attorney General Robert Raben. 

I am concerned that Justice Department and FJU. personnel were less than forthcoming 
about the usage of FUR technology on April 19, 1993. 1 would very much appreciate your 
-providing an explanation of what aspects of the FUR usage during the Waco tragedy are 
classified, and what are JK>t. In addition, please provide the Committee with a chronology of 
when the FUR technology and equipment used at Waco were first classified, and when they were 
declassified. If youJnve any questions about this request, please contact me or have your staff 
contact my Chief Counsel, James Wilson. 



Attachment 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

As you are aware, the Committee is conducting an investigation into events surrounding 
the stand-off at the Branch Davidian compound in Waco, Texas. As part of this investigation, 
the Committee has recently interviewed former Assistant United States Attorney Bill Johnston. 

It has come to my attention that members of your technical staff entered Mr. Johnston's 
former office last week in an attempt to access the hard drive on his computer. When queried, 
technical staff from the San Antonio U.S. Attorney’s office reportedly responded that they were 
attempting to retrieve data from the hard drive “in response to Congressional subpoenas.” 

The Government Reform Committee subpoena regarding Waco was issued on September 
7, 1999, nearly six months ago. 1 am unaware of any other Congressional subpoenas issued 
regarding Waco. It was my understanding that the Justice Department had already identified all 
documents responsive to our subpoena. Therefore, I request responses to several questions: 

1 . Was Mr. Johnston's government hard drive searched or reconstructed, and on 
what date? 

2. Was this action taken in response to a Congressional subpoena, and if so, was it in 
response to the Government Reform Committee subpoena of September 7, 1999? 

3. If this search was conducted in response to the Government Reform Committee 
subpoena, why was it not done several months ago? 

4. If this action was not taken in response to a Congressional subpoena, why was it 
taken? 

5. Is the Department searching or reconstructing the hard drives of other Department 
employees in this matter? If so, please provide a list 

Please provide an answer to the above questions by March 3, 2000. 
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Please contact Chief Counsel James Wilson at (202) 225-5074, should you have any 
questions or concerns. Thank you for your cooperation. 


Sincerely, 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Member 


2 
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February 29, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20530 

Dear General Reno: 


On January 1 2, 2000, 1 wrote to you about the Justice Department’s legal basis for its 
actions in the Elian Gonzalez case. Robert Raben, Assistant Attorney General, Office of 
Legislative Affairs, replied on February 7, 2000, and I wanted to thank you for the response. 

I am not sure that I agree entirely with the legal analysis presented in Mr. Rabat's letter. 
Nevertheless, a greater concern presented itself. I was struck by the sentences dial read as 
follows: 


[TJhelNS considered allegations that the father was under coercion such 
that he was not able to express his true wishes for the child or was not able 
to assess properly whether the child was at risk of persecution or torture 
upon his return to Cuba. On both counts, after interviewing the father on 
two occasions and the Miami relatives, as well as examining other 
available information, including the asylum application tendered on 
Elian's behalf; the INS found no reason to question the father's decision 
not to assert an asylum claim on behalf of Elian or his desire to be reunited 
with his son. 

These sentences are unambiguous; they mean that there is no evidence of coercion and that there 
is no risk of persecution in this case. Putting semantics aside, I would appreciate a simple yes or 
no answer as to whether you believe Elian Gonzalez is at “risk of persecution'* if returned to 
Cuba. Your Assistant Attorney General's letter makes clear what the INS has determined. 1, 
however, am interested in the views of the Attorney General and request a response by Friday, 
March 3, 2000. 


l! i sffliiliiillliifsfl !i 
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Thank you in advance for your attention to this matter. 



Dan Burton 


Chairman 


2 
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March 7, 2000 


Monique Perez Roth, Esq. 

Trial Attorney 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Campaign Financing Task Force 
1400 New York Avenue, N.W., 5* Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Materials Relating to Yah Lin “ Charlie” Trie 

Dear Ms. Roth: 

As you requested, I have enclosed the binder of exhibits that were used by the 
Committee during the hearing relating to Charlie Trie. I have also included a copy of Mr 
Trie’s opening statement. 


Feel free to contact me if I can assist in any other way. 

Vejy truly yours, 

(/J-J. A' 


Enclosures 


David A. Kass 

Deputy Counsel & Parliamentarian 
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March 8, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Depa rt m en t of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20530 


Dear General Reno: 



I am concerned that the Department of Justice has made no effort to obtain an entire category of 
documents that has potential bearing on the Canpaign Finance investigation. Yesterday, the Committee 
learned that hundreds of thousands of e-mails sent to White House employees from outside the White 
House complex have never been reviewed to determine whether they are responsive to document requests 
and subpoenas. These e-mails were received during the critical 1996-1998 time frame. As of yesterday, 
the Justice Department had made no effort to contact individuals who manage White House e-mails, and 
there is no indication that you have ever pushed the White House for a review of tins information, despite 
the fact that this matter has been reported in the press. 

The appearance created by this failure is that you have no intention of pursuing a vigorous 
investigation of toe White House. 

In his memorandum recommending the appointment of an Independent Counsel, Charles LaBella 
wrote: 'The contortions that the Department has gone through to avoid investigating these allegations arc 

apparent” He also wrote: “If these allegations involved anyone other than [redacted name], an 

appropriate investigation would have commenced months ago without hesitation.** Recently we learned 
that you deemed it irrelevant to question the President about James Rudy’s offer of one minion dollars or 
about any other facet of the foreign fundraising scandal. We also discovered that your prosecutors foiled 
to ask the Vice President about the Hsi Lai Temple event Earlier, we learned that a search warrant for 
Charlie Trie’s home was quashed just before it could be served. Now we find that you apparently aren't 
even hiding behind the pretense that the White House should produce information relevant to the 
campaign finance investigation. 

I request that you inform this Committee of the steps you are going to take to address the White 
House's failure to provide the Justice Dep ar tment with critical information. 



Chairman 
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Chajbnmn, 


Attest: 


Clerk. 
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SCHEDULE A 

V 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


United States Department of Justice 
Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 
Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record's Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chief Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 

Definitions and Instructions 

(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the word "record" or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or “records’* shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer" or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
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and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to which 
you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have put in 
storage or anyone has pat in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present. 

(4) The conjunctions “or" and “and" are to be read interchangeably in die manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

Subpoenaed Items 

Please provide the Committee the following records: 

1. A November 1997 memorandum drafted by FBI Director Louis Freeh to Attorney 
General Janet Reno relating to the appointment of an Independent Counsel in the 
campaign finance investigation. 

2. A July 1998 memorandum drafted by Charles G. La Bella to Attorney General 
Janet Reno relating to the appointment of an Independent Counsel in the 
campaign finance investigation. 

3. All memoranda drafted by other Department of Justice personnel in response to 
the memoranda listed above. 


2 
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March 10, 2000 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: The Freeh and La Bella Memoranda 

Dear General Reno: 

The Justice Department has apparently disclosed to the Los Angeles Times the 
memorandum by Charles La Bella regarding the appointment of an Independent Counsel 
for the campaign fundraising investigation. As you know, I subpoenaed this 
memorandum, as well as the similar memorandum by FBI Director Louis Freeh, in July 
1998. You refused to comply with my subpoena, and the Committee voted to hold you in 
contempt However, you have still refused to provide the memorandum to the 
Committee, despite that contempt vote and several requests since that time. While you 
failed to comply with a lawful Congressional subpoena, either you or someone in die 
Justice Department has seen fit to provide the La Bella memorandum to the media. The 
leak of the La Bella memorandum speaks volumes about your mismanagement of the 
Justice Department, your mishandling of the campaign fundraising investigation, and 
your disregard for Congressional oversight of the Justice Department I am sending with 
this letter a subpoena for the Freeh and La Bella memoranda, and I expect that the 
Department will now comply with the subpoena. 

The Committee initially subpoenaed the Freeh memorandum in December 1997, 
and then it subpoenaed both the Freeh and La BeDa memoranda in July 1998. You 
refused to comply with the subpoenas, claiming that disclosure of die memoranda to die 
Committee would harm the Justice Department’s campaign fundraising investigation, as 
well as the internal deliberation process at the Justice Department hi a letter dated July 
28, 1998, you stated: 

The disclosure of these memoranda could provide a "road map” of the 
Department’s investigation. The documents, or information that they 
contain, could come into the possession of the targets of the investigation 
through inadvertence or deliberate act on the part of someone having 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Page 2 


access to them. The investigation could be seriously prejudiced by the 
revelation of the direction of the investigation, information about the 
evidence that the prosecutors have obtained, aid assessments of the 
strengths and weaknesses of various aspects of the investigation. Indeed, 
disclosure of information such as is contained in this report could 
significantly impede the Task Force’s criminal investigation, and could 
conceivably preclude prosecution of some individuals. 

In another letter dated August 4, 1998, you stated that: 

[$]uch documents lay out the thinking, theories and strategies of our 
prosecutors and investigators, and the strengths and weaknesses of our 
cases. They talk about leads that need further investigation, and places 
where we’ve reached dead ends. Criminals, targets and defense lawyers 
alike can all agree on one thing - they would love to have a prosecutor’s 
plans. 

Leaving aside the fact that your senior staff have leaked a list of the status of every 
campaign fundraising case and other information that has bad a negative impact on your 
cases, providing the La Bella memo to the press is an extraordinary turn of events. 

In the same August 4 letter quoted above, you also claimed that disclosure of the 
memos would create a “chilling effect” on Department employees’ ability to render 
advice to you: 

If future Attorneys General know that the innermost thinking behind their 
toughest law enforcement decisions will become fodder for partisan 
debate, then we risk creating a Justice Department and an FBI that tacks to 
political winds instead of following the facts and the law wherever they 
leal If future law enforcement professionals cannot provide advice that is 
candid and confidential, we will have a government of “yes” men who 
advocate what is popular instead of what is right. 

You used these arguments against the Committee forcefully and repeatedly during 
the contempt debate. I was told countless times that compliance with my subpoenas 
would barm your investigation. I was told that all of the Members of the Committee 
could not even review the memos in private, because they might leak the contents of the 
memos. But, the Justice Department’s current release of the La Bella memo leads me to 
reach one of four possible conclusions: 

• Ihe arguments that you made in July 1998 were false and misleading. 

• The arguments that you made m July 1998 were true, but you no longer are 
concerned about protecting the Department’s investigation, or the frank and 
candid advice of your subordinates. 
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• All of the investigations discussed in the La Bella memo are closed* and the 
memo can be released publicly, but rather than comply with the Committee’s 
lawful subpoena, you decided to release the memo to the press. 

• You still believe that disclosure of the memo would cause significant harm to the 
campaign fundraising investigation, but you do not have enough control over your 
senior political advisers to prevent them from leaking the memo to the press. 

The release of the La Bella memo shows that something is seriously wrong at the 
Justice Department; whether it is incompetence, politicization, or a serious disregard for 
the rule of law has yet to be determined. Since the Department has released the La Bella 
memo to the press, 1 expea that you will now comply with this Committee’s subpoena 
for the Freeh and La Bella memos, and provide them to the Committee by Tuesday, 

March 14. I also expea that the memos will be redacted only to remove information 
covered by Rule 6(e). 

It is clear, based on the brief portions of the La Bella memo that I have reviewed 
or that have been reported by the Lor Angeles Times , why you did not want to release die 
memo to the Committee. First, the La Bella memo condemned you for misleading the 
American people by providing an erroneous explanation of when an Independent Counsel 
could be appointed. It also claimed that you had ereaed a higher legal threshold for 
investigating White House officials and others covered by the Independent Counsel Act 
than other individuals. Mr. La Bella concluded that the “contortions that the Department 
has gone through to avoid investigating these allegations are apparent** As an example 
of these contortions, Mr. La Bella referred to one senior official, whose name was 
redacted from the report: u [ijf these allegations involved anyone other than {redacted], an 
appropriate investigation would have Commenced months ago without hesitation.” 

As described by Mr. La Bella in his memo, the Task Force’s investigation was 
created to fail. Since he wrote his memo, this Committee bas discovered countless 
examples of how that investigation bas failed. While many of these cases will be detailed 
in a report that this Committee will issue later this year, I can briefly recount some of 
them here: 


• Your investigators failed to ask President Clinton a single question about James 
Riady, Charlie Trie, John Huang, or any other aspect of his involvement in raising 
foreign money for the 1996 election. As a close friend of Riady, Trie, and Huang, 
if Bill Clinton were an ordinary citizen, rather than President of the United States, 
be would have been questioned extensively by the FBI, and likely called before 
the grand jury. Instead, your Task Force gave him a free pass. 

• Your investigators failed to ask Vice President Gore a single question about his 

relationship with Maria Hsia, or his role in the infamous Buddhist Temple 
fundraiser. Likewise, if A1 Gore were not Vice President, and were some other 
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private citizen with a ten-year fundraising relationship with Maria Hsia, your 
investigators would have questioned him extensively. 

• You have failed to pursue documents held by the While House and other 
agencies. For example, it has been widely reported in the press that the White 
House has failed to produce to Congress or several Independent Counsels 
thousands of e-mails covered by subpoenas. While there are almost certainly 
Justice Department subpoenas outstanding for those e-mails, as of March 8, the 
Justice Department had not contacted any of the Northrop Grumman employees 
responsible for the White House e-mail system. In contrast, when you were 
confronted with embarrassing new information in the Waco tragedy, you 
immediately dispatched United States Marshals to seize evidence from the FBI. 
When you learned of significant new evidence being held by the White House in 
the campaign fundraising matter, you did nothing. While this disparate treatment 
could simply be attributed to incompetence, the La Bella memo suggests that 
there might be more serious reasons for the Department’s failure. You seem to be 
proceeding on the premise of what you don’t know won’t hurt your political 
colleagues and your political party. 

« The La Bella memo apparently points out that the First Lady has potential 

criminal involvement in the campaign fundraising scandal, based on her failure to 
warn the DNC about the illegal campaign fundraising activities of Charlie Trie. 

In April 1996, Mrs. Ginton was warned that Trie was raising huge amounts of 
money for the Presidential Legal Expense Trust. By May 1996, her closest 
advisers were told that the money raised by Trie was foreign money, and had been 
given through straw donors. However, Mrs. Ginton did nothing to warn the DNC 
about Trie’s illegal fundraising. In the time period between April and November 
1996, while Mrs. Ginton sat on tins information, Trie raised hundreds erf 
thousands of dollars worth of illegal contributions for the DNC Your task force 
has apparently failed to follow up cm these serious allegations. 

The La Bella memo’s conclusions about your handling of the campaign 
fundraising investigation are alarming. Moreover, Mr. La Bella’s predictions about the 
failure of the investigation have come true. Many low-level figures, like John Huang and 
Charlie Trie, have pled guilty, and gotten light sentences without giving up any serious 
evidence. In the process, they have maintained implausible stories that exculpate them 
and their superiors. For example, John Huang sat before this Committee and testified that 
the Buddhist Temple event with the Vice President was not a fundraiser, even though it 
raised funds, and even though individuals who contributed to attend were seated at the 
front, I fail to understand how you can hear testimony like that, and then tell a sentencing 
judge that Mr. Huang is cooperating with your investigation. Similarly, Charlie Trie 
appeared before this Committee and claimed that the money given to him by Ng Lap 
Seng to contribute to the DNC was actually Trie’s own money, even though he did not 
pay taxes on it. or list it on his financial disclosure forms. Yet again. Mr. Trie received 
credit for cooperating with the Justice Department. Failure to obtain true cooperation 
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from these witnesses has meant that the Department has not been able to pursue White 
House and DNC officials who may have had a role in the fundraising scandal. The La 
Bella memo raises a serious question as to whether this failure is intentional. 

By ignoring the advice given to you by Director Freeh and Mr. La Bella, you 
crippled the campaign fundraising investigation. By withholding the memos from this 
Committee, you tried to keep the Committee from learning how you had mishandled the 
investigation. At this point, it is unlikely the harm can be undone, and that a real 
campaign fundraising investigation will ever be conducted by the Department. However, 
the Congress has a right to know what has happened, and therefore, I expect that you will 
immediately comply with the Committee’s subpoena. 



Dan Buxton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 



ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS 



Congress of tfje ©niteb States 

$ouge of fteprrftntattort 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Builomo 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 



March 14, 2000 


Ms. Aim Todd 
Supervisory Special Agent 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535 

Re: Committee Investigation into the 1993 Branch Davidian Tragedy 

Dear Special Agent Todd: 

As part of the Committee's investigation into matters relating to Waco, we request 
that you allow certain members of our staff to visit the Hostage Rescue Team (HRT) 
facilities located at Quandco. The purpose of the visit is to provide a briefing on: (1) all 
weapons available to the HRT during the 1993 siege; (2) procedures and equipment, 
including, but not limited to, individual and team equipment packages deployed via HRT- 
operated “mount our vehicles; and (3) weapons familiarity to the staff. 

Please confirm that this will take place as soon as possible. If you have any 
questions concerning these interviews, please feel fine to contact me at (202) 225-5074. 

Sincerely, 

Andr* Hollis 
Committee Counsel 


cc: Michael Yeager, Esquire, 

Democratic Counsel 
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Congress of tfje Amtell States: 

&maft of Htprofnitatibeg 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 




March 15, 2000 


The Honorable Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, b.C 20530 

Dear Mr. Raben: 

As you are aware, the Committee is conducting an investigation into events surrounding 
the 1993 stand-off at the Brandi Davidian compound near Waco, Texas. As part of this 
investigation. Committee staff interviewed Mr. Edward S.G. Dennis, Jr., die author of a 
Department of Justice-sponsored October 1993 Report on the Branch Davidian tragedy, on 
January 14, 2000. 

Mr. Dennis stated during the interview that he and his law firm possessed documents 
relating the tragedy and other documents created as a result of die draft of that Report. Mr. 
Dennis stated, however, that these documents had not been produced in response to the 
Committee’s October 1999 subpoena or, moreover, in response to the trial court’s Order 
requesting the production of all documents within the United States’ control that relate to the 
tragedy. 

The Department informed Committee stafflast week that Mr. Dennis has finally 
produced these responsive documents to the Department Please, therefore, identify by no later 
than March 25, 2000 the date on which the Department produced there records to the Court and 
by what date the Department will produce these records to the Committee. 
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If you or your staff have any questions regarding this matter, please have your staff 
contact Committee Counsel Andrft Hollis at (202) 225-5074. Thank you in advance for your 
continued cooperation. 


Sincerely, 


— * 

James C. Wilson 
Chief Counsel 


cc: The Honorable Walter S. Smith 

Judge 

United States District Court for the Western District of Texas 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington, DC 20530 

March 16, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr . Chairman : 

I am writing in response to your recent inquiry concerning 
the position of the Department of Justice on the Eli&n GonzAlez 
matter. 

In deciding whether to honor Juan Gonz&lez T s decision not to 
apply for asylum in his son's behalf, INS Commissioner Meissner 
specifically found that there was no objective basis for 
concluding that Eli&n would be at risk of persecution or torture 
if returned to his father in Cuba. The Commissioner's 
determination was based on interviews with Elion's father and his 
Miami relatives, as well as other available information, 
including the asylum application tendered on his behalf. The 
Attorney General expressly ratified Commissioner Meissner's 
decision in her letter of January 12, 2000. I have enclosed a 
copy of the Commissioner's legal memorandum and the Attorney 
General ’ e letter in case you have not had an opportunity to 
review these materials. 

Thank you for your continued interest in this matter. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have further 
questions. . 


Sincerely, 



Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosures 

ccs The Honorable Henry A. Waxman . 
Ranking Minority Member 
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®a«ljwgtim,B. (5 . 20530 
January 12, 2000 


Linda Osberg -Braun, Esq. 

Roger A. Bernstein, Bsq. 

Hackley, Bernstein & Osberg -Braun, F.L, 

Turnberry Plaza 
2875 NE 191 fiL Street 
Penthouse IB 
Aventura, Florida 33100 

Spencer Big, Bsq. 

420 Lincoln Road 
Suite 379 

Miami Beach, Florida 33139 

Pear Messrs. Eig and Bernstein and Ms. Oaberg- Braun: 

l have reviewed your letter of January $ concerning the case 
of Elian Gonzalez, as well as the issues that Mr. Bernstein 
raised when he and others met with me on the evening of January 
7, including the fact that you have filed a custody, action on 
behalf of Lazaro Gonzalez in the Miami -Dade County Circuit Court. 
1 understand that court has granted a temporary protective order 
to Lazaro Gonzalez. While I- am always open to considering new 
information that might arise, I am not currently aware of any 
basis for reversing Commissioner Meissner' s decision that Juan 
Gonzalez— Elian's father — has the sole authority to speak for his 
son on immigration matters. 

As you know, the United States is not a party to the action 
you have filed in Florida court, nor is it named in the temporary 
protective order that the Florida Circuit Judge issued January 
10. Indeed, the question of who may speak for a six-year-old 
child In applying for admission or asylum is a matter of federal 
immigration law. Nothing in the temporary protective order 
changes the governments determination that JUan Gonzalez can 
withdraw applications for admission and asylum relating to Elian 
and that, he has done so. In the Department's judgment, the 
Florida court's order has no force dr effect insofar as IMS's 
administration of the immigration laws is concerned. 

In our meeting last Friday evening, Mr. Bernstein said that 
the ins itself had originally announced that state- courts could 
resolve Elian's status in the United States. I think it. is 
important to clarify, therefore, this Department's views about 
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the possible role of state courts in a case such as this. In the 
first few days after Elian' a arrival in the united States, when 
it was suggested that INS's placement of Elian in the care of his 
great-uncle amounted to a grant of custody, IN9 indicated that it 
could not grant custody and that such a request would have to be 
pul before the state courts. As the case evolved, it became 
clear that Elian's father, who was still in Cuba, was asserting a 
parental relationship with Elian and had adequately expressed his 
wish, under the immigration laws, for Elian ' a petition for 
admission to this country to be withdrawn. In these 
circumstances, INS was obliged to determine whether the father 
was the appropriate person to speak for Elian on immigration 
issues. That question, as I have said, remains one of federal, 
not state, law. The Commissioner's resolution of that question-- 
as well as of other immigration matters- -may be challenged, if at 
all, only in federal court. We are prepared to litigate in that 
forum. Accordingly, commissioner Meissner has determined that 
the January 14 date should be. extended to acconmtodate any federal 
court proceedings. This little boy has been through so much, and 
it is therefore imperative that all of us do what we can to 
resolve his case as soon as possible. 

with respect to the issues raised in your January 5 letter, 

I would make the following observations. Elian Gonzalez is a 
six-year old child who has lost his mother. As a general matter, 
when dealing with a child this young, the immigration law, like 
other areas of law, looks to the wishes of the surviving parent. 
One circuit court case indicated that a twelve -year- old child may 
apply for asylum over the wishes of his parents in some 
circumstances. See ;Po2oychak v. Mecsc, 774 F.2cL 731, 736 
Cir. 1985) . That case also makes it clear, however, that a 
twelve -year-old child is "near the lower end of an age range in 
which a minor may be mature enough to assert certain individual 
rights that equal or override those of his parents." 

Commissioner Meissner has determined that, under applicable law, 
Elion is too young to make legal decisions for himself, and that 
his father has the legal authority to speak for him in 
immigration matters. 

Commissioner Meissner reached her decision through a careful 
and thorough process. All of the available information was 
considered, including the reports from two lengthy and private 
interviews with Elian's father. Juan Gonzalez, and the report 
from the December 20 meeting with Elian's great uncle and cousin 
and each of you. Commissioner Meissner also carefully considered 
the allegation that uuan Gonzalez was under some form of 
coercion, and is confident, based on her representative's direct 
contact with Juan Gonzalez, the father's very close relationship 
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with Elian, and the other evidence provided, that the father has 
expressed his true wishes in asking that his son be returned to 
him. 


The INS does not rule out the possibility of a case in which 
an asylum application would be accepted from a young child 
against the wishes of a parent. In that regard, the INS 
Guidelines for Children 1 a Asylum Claims provide a useful 
framework. In particular/ they provide for a review of the 
objective circumstances relating to possible torture or 
persecution in the child's home country in cases where a child is 
too young to express a competent view on these matters.. The INS 
reviewed the asylum application you sought to file on Elian's 
behalf , considered all other relevant available information, and 
found no objective basis for overriding the father's wishes for 
his son. In particular, the INS found no credible information 
indicating that the child would be at risk of torture or 
persecution if returned to his father, and thus concluded that it 
had no reason to question the father's decision not to assert an 
asylum claim. 

The specific language you cite from the INS Inspector's 
Field Manual is not applicable here. It is designed to protect 
an unaccompanied minor who arrives here illegally, has no parent 
to speak for him, and is also capable of speaking for himself. 

In those circumstances, if the child indicates a wish to relurn 
voluntarily to his country of origin# he would normally be 
allowed to withdraw the application for admission and be sent 
home, rather than being placed into removal proceedings. If the 
child expresses a fear of persecution, however, the Field Manual 
provides that the child should be placed not In expedited removal 
proceedings, but rather in conventional removal proceedings 
before an immigration judge. 

Nothing in the field guidance suggests that a father's 
wishes regarding his six-year-old child should be overridden. On 
the contrary, in a related provision you do not cite, the Field 
Manual makes it clear that the first responsibility of the INS 
when confronted with an unaccompanied minor is to attempt to 
remedy the situation by finding the child's parent or legal 
guardian, even if that person is outside the United States. It 
is only when that effort is unsuccessful that the Field Manual 
provisions you cite even come into play. 

Even if it were applicable in this situation# the provision 
you cite would not answer .the basic question presented by this 
case: Who speake for the child? If Elian is not competent to 
"indicate [] a fear of persecution or intention to apply for 
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asylum, * then someone would have to decide in his behalf whether 
to do eo. That someone, under universally accepted legal norms, 
is his father. And his father has 6tated, in no uncertain terms, 
that he does not wish for Elian to make an asylum claim. As 
noted above, the IKS considered relevant information, including 
the statements of Elian's. Miami relatives and information in the 
asylum application, and determined that there is no objective 
basis for a valid asylum claim. Consequently, it found no 
conflict between Elian and his father. Under these 
circumstances, the appropriate course of action was to honor the 
desires of the father regarding Elian's applications for 
admission and asylum. It is not appropriate to commence removal 
proceedings against this six -year-old boy. The Field Manual does 
not suggest otherwise. 

Once again, it is my strong hope that we can work together 
to resolve this child's status as soon as possible. 


Sincerely, 
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MEMORANDUM FOR DORIS MEISSNER 
_ COMMISSIONER 

FROM: •'Bo Cooper 

General Counsel 


SUBJECT; £\m Qorete 


smsnmm ss ssL 

1. . Who has the legal authority to speak on behalf of the six-year old Cuban national, Elian 

Gonzalez - his father, his great unde, or the attorneys claiming to representEliaa? 

1 Given Hian’s facer's apparent legal authority to speak for foe child on immigration 
matters, under what circumstances should foe child’s interests be considered apart foam 
the expressed wishes of the parent regarding disposition of foe child’s application for 
admission and his asylum application? 

A. Is the father able to represent adequately the immigration interests of foe 
child? 

B. May Elian apply for asylum in direct opposition to the expressed wishes of his 
father? 


SUMMARY-A NSWE RS 

1. The documents and ofoer submitted material indicate that Juan Migpel 

/ Gonzalez-Qumtana has rise legal authority to speak for Us ion Elian. 

•2. The INS must determine whether foe father has an interest font conflicts with his ability 

to repres en t foe immigration Interests of foe child. Specifically, foe INS must consider 
whether the possibility of coercion precludes Elian’s father from m a king his true 


ooooov 
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intentions known and speaking on behalf of Elian and whether Elian's asylum application 
represents a divergence of interests between the father and chi ld , 

A. After evaluating the testimony of the father and the uncle, we believe the 
father is able to convey to the INS his true intentions regarding Elian and to 
represent adequately the immigration interests of the child 

B. At his tender age, Elian does not have the capacity to seek asylum on his 
own behalf. Since there is no objective basis to heheve that Elian is at risk 
of persecution or torture, the INS should not accept his asylum application 
against the expressed wishes ofhis father; 

ms smsm 

I . Who has the legal authority to speak on behalf of the child - his father, his great unde, or 

the attorneys claiming to represent him? 


Juan Miguel Gonzalez-Quintana has submitted numerous documents establishing that he 
is the father of Elian Gonzalez. Elian's great uncle, Lazaro Gonzalez, does not dispute this 
claim. Because the child was bom out-of-wedlock, some have questioned whether this But 
affects the father's legal rights. Under Cuban law, however, parental rights are unaffected by 
questions of legitimacy. Constitution of Cuba, Article 37. 

In immigration matters, relationship are generally assessed under the law of the 
jurisdiction where the relationship arose. £ee e.g., Matter ofHosseiman. &rL Pec. 3030 (BIA 
1987). Cuban law also reinforces the right of both parents to exercise parental authority. Articles 
82 and 83 of the Family Code of Cuba provide that minor children shall be under the authority of 
their parents and that parental authority is shared jointly by both parents. Should one parent die, 
as in this case, the surviving parent becomes the sole individual authorized to speak for the child. 
The specific rights and duties of a parent, enumerated in Article 85 of the Family Code, include 
the obligation to represent the child in all legal transactions and acts in which they have an 
interest (Article 85, clause 5). While a person may lose the right to exercise such authority, die 
absence o f any evidence showing that a court has deprived or suspended such authority would 
indicate that the parent's rights continue in force. (See attached Opinion foom Library of 
Congress.) 


Without die consent of the surviving parent, the great-uncle; Lazaro Gonzalez, has no 
legal basis to act on behalf of Elian in immigration matters. Although attorneys in this case have 
characterized him as Elian's legal gpaxdian, he has submitted so evidence and made no claim 
dial he is actually a court-appointed guardian. WhQe INS has placed the chOd into Lazaro 
ponzalez’s care, die feet that Elian has been released to him does not authorize him to speak for 
the child in immigration matters. fostead, he has agreed to care for the child and ensure that he 
appears at all immigration proceedings. 8 CFR 236 J(bX4). Given these factors, Lazaro 
Gonzalez has no legal basis at this time to r ep re s ent Elian in immigration matters. 
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Three attorneys have submitted Form G-28, Notice of Entry and Appearance as Attorney 
or Representative, with Elian's signature. They assert that they represent Elian* and not Lazaro, 
though they have conceded that this representation is through the consent of Lazaro Gonzalez, as 
well as by the apparent direct consent of Elian. The attorneys have also indicated that Elian 
wishes to pursue his application for admission in the United States. Although the attorneys claim 
to have the authority to speak on Elian’s behalf the law.does not appear to s u ppor t this claim. 
While there is no absolute prohibition against a minor signing a Form G-28,the ability to do so 
must be evaluated against general questions of capacity. In the state of Florida, for instance, a 
minor under the age of 18 is not considered competent to enter into contracts, fice Section 
743.07, Florida Statutes (1973). Under INS regulations, the parent or legal guardian may sign 
the application or petition of someone under the age of fourteen. 8 CFR 103.2(a)(2). Thus, while 
it appears that Elian may sign the Form G-28, die INS generally assumes that someone under the 
age of 14 will not make representation or other immigration decisions without the assistance of a 
parent or legal guardian. Here, the father has expressly stated that he does not authorize the 
attorneys to represent Elian, and that he does not want Elian to seek asylum. Unless the INS has 
direct evidence of Elian's capacity, Elian’s signature on the Forms G-28 does not bear much 
* weight. 


Further, the attorneys appear to have a potential conflict of interest In their letter of 
December 15, 1999, they stated that they represent Elian, "by direct consent, as well as through 
the consent of Lazaro Gonzalez, Elian's custodian, who is currently his legal guardian in the 
United States.” As stated above, Lazaro Gonzalez has no legal basis to represent the 
immigration interests of Elian. Thus, his personal interests in this matter are separate and apart 
from Elian’s immigration interests. Since Lazaro Gonzalez appears to have retained the services 
of the attorneys on Elian’s behalf, any fiduciary duty they owe to Lazaro presents a potential 
conflict of interest 

The INS has no basis to reject the father’s parental authority. Therefore, we presume that 
he has the legal authority to speak on behalf of the child in immigration matters. 


2. Given the father's apparent legal authority to speak for die child on immigration matters, 
under what circumstances should the child's interests be considered apart from the 
expressed wishes of the parent regarding disposition of the child’s application for 
admission and his claim for asylum? 

On December 14, 1999, attorneys retained on behalf of Elian Gonzalez by Lazaro 
Gonzalez submitted an asylum application, under Elian's signature, claiming that Elian would be 
persecuted on the basis of his social group if he were returned to Cuba. The attorneys assert that 
the child is raising the asylum claim independently, rather than through a guardian or 
Representative. The father has expressly stated that he does not want Elian to seek asylum. The 
attorneys have also indicated that Elian wishes to pursue his application for ad mis s i on in die 
United States while Elian’s father has stated he wants EEan returned to Cuba. 

The attorneys have asserted that EKan’s father cannot speak for him in immigration 
matters because he is under the control and jurisdiction of die country from which EEan fears 
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persecution. Because the father outwardly supports the regime, the attorneys cl aim that he 
cannot represent the child's best interests. They also claim that the Cuban government has 
prevented the father from expressing his actual wishes for his son. 

While we do not regard the attorneys as authorized to represent the immigration interests 
of Elian, their assertions call into question die father’s ability to represent adequately die 
immigration interests of the child. The underlying question goes to whether the father’s personal 
interests conflict with his representation of die immigration interests of the child to a degree 
sufficient to justify interference with his parental authority. In this case, the possibility oft 
conflict has been raised based on allegatio ns that the father is sot free to expre ss bis wishes and 
the assertion that that the child is free to raise an asylum claim regardless of the filbert wishes. 

A. Father’s ability to represent the immigration interests of the child 

Immigration law presents little guidance on the resolution of a parent’s ability to 
adequately represent the interest of the child. In Johns v. POJ. 624 F.2d 522 (5* Cir. 1980), die 
Fifth Circuit held that the government violated the due process rights of a five-year old Mexican 
national when it issued a deportation order against her, because the attorney retained to represent 
her spoke for her alleged parents, rather than the child. In that case, the court fbund a dear 
divergence between the interests of the child and those of the parents,” who had no legal 
authority over the child. The court further found that the Mexican birth mother, who claimed her 
child had been kidnapped, did not necessarily represent the interests of die child given that she 
had not seen the child since the day she was bom. In making its finding, the court noted that the 
child bad been raised in a different culture, spoke a different language, and would, if deponed, be 
returned to her natural mother’s home to reside with two older siblings who had never seen hex 
and with whom she could not communicate. ?&. at p. 524. The Fifth Circuit remanded the case 
to the district court with instructions to appoint a guardian ad litem to repr e sen t the child m all 
further proceedings. & 

In this case, the alleged inability of the father to adequately represent the interests of the 
child rests not on any estrangement between father and child or the father’s inability to 
adequately assess the best interests of his child. To the contrary, evidence in the record, 
including die interview of the father and the numerous affidavits he provided, establish that die 
father and child share a close relationship, and that die father has exercised parental 
responsibility and control for example, in the education and health care of the child. Instead, die 
alleged inability of fie father to adequately represent the interests of the child is based on die 
possibility that the father has been coerced. If coerced, the father’s representation of the 
immigration interests of the child may conflict with the father’s interest in his own personal 
safety, rendering him unable to adequately represent the child in immigration matters. Following 
Johns, this inability would require the appointment of a guardian ad litem to represent Elian’S 
immigration interests. Accordingly, it is necessary to evaluate the possibility of coercion and to 
'determine whether fie father’s ability to adequately repre se nt the i nt erest s of die child in 
.immigration matters is impeded to such a degree as to Justify an interference with the father's 
assertion of parental authority. 
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On December 13, 1999, the Officer in Charge for the INS Havana sub office 
(accompanied by the First Secretary and Chief of the Political/Economic Section of the US 
Interests Section) interviewed Juan Miguel Gonzalez-Quintana at his home. Mr. Gonzalez- 
Quintana described in great detail his close relationship with his son. He submitted affidavits 
from several neighbors, family friends, physicians, and Elian’s teacher attesting to the affection 
between the father and son as well as the responsibility the father has taken in his son's life. He 
expressed his wishes that Elian be returned to him, that Elian not be allowed to apply for asylum, 
and that Elian nor be represented by the attorneys purporting to represent him in the United 
States. Mr. Gonzalez- Quintana was also asked r .o express his wishes without speaking (in 
writing) in order to protect against the possibility of auditory monitoring of the interview by 
Cuban officials. Mr. Gonzalez- Quintana again expressed, in writing, his wish for the chi ld to 
return to Cuba. The Officer in Charge found that “the honesty, concern and truthfulness on the 
pan of Mr. Gonzalez-Quintana was palpable ...” Thus, Mr. Gonzalez-Quintana’s demeanor, as 
assessed in person by the Officer in Charge, supports the conclusion that the father’s expressed 
wishes are not motivated by outside influences. The numerous affidavits attesting to the close 
relationship between the father and son lend further credence to the father's request that his son 
be returned to him. 

On December 20, EHan’s great uncle, Lazara Gonzalez, was interviewed at the INS 
District Office in Miami. Lazaro Gonzalez expressed his opinion that the father’s statements 
were coerced. He based this conclusion on four factors. First, Lazaro Gonzalez stated that Mr. 
Gonzalez-Quintana, in two phone calls, asked that Lazaro Gonzalez and his family take care of 
Elian. The first of these conversations occurred prior to Elian’s arrival in the United States 1 , and 
the second occurred on the day Elian was found at sea and brought to a hospital in Ft 
Lauderdale. In subsequent conversations, Elian’s father demanded the boy’s return. The father 
never mentioned to INS a conversation prior to Elian’s arrival in the United States and never 
acknowledged that he had ever asked his uncle to care for the child. Next, Lazaro Gonzalez, as 
well as his daughter, noted the tone of the subsequent telephone conversations with the father, 
and opined that he did not appear to be speaking freely. Third, Lazaro Gonzalez stated that, 
according to family members living in Cuba with whom he has spokes, Cuban officials are 

present at the father’s home and have prevented him from leaving. Fourth, one of the attorneys 
stated that he was told by a reporter in Cuba that, according to sources in Mr. Gonzalez 
Quintana’s neighborhood, the father had applied with the U.S. Interest Section fbr the lottery 
program to come to the United States. Because of the manner in which the DOS and the INS 
record applications for various immigration programs, it would be impossible to use government 
records to rule out completely that possibility. 

In order to ensure that we have examined fully- the question of coercion, the INS sought a 
second interview with Juan Miguel Gonzalez-Quintana. At the request of both the US and 
Cuban governments, a neutral *itewas selected, the home of the representative of the United 
Nations International Children’s Emergency Fund (UNICEF). The INS officer in charge who 
hid conducted the first interview also conducted this interview which was held on December 31, 
1999. As was the case at the December 13, 1999 interview, Mr. Gonzalez was accompanied by 
his parents who were present for the interview, was asked a number of questions by the OIC, and 

1 It should be noted here that we have found no evidence that the father consented to Elian’s 
travel to the United States prior to his departure. 
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was also given a set of written questions. The OIC concluded that Mr. Gonzalez “spoke 
truthfully.” The OIC was convinced that Mr. Gonzalez “appeared honest and concerned for the 
well being of the child and in wanting the child with them [the Gonzalez fanulyj’in Cuba 
immediately.” 

The statements ofLazaro Gonzalez, as well as a general understanding of die practices of 
the Castro regime, make it essential that the INS closely examine die voluntariness of the father's 
statements. The evidence of coercion, however, is far from compelling when weighed a gain st 
the personal interviews of the father and the interpretation of those interviews by the INS officer. 
Equally important, the existence of political pressure does not necessarily mean dial the father’s 
expression of his wishes is not genuine. If die fadier's statements truly reflect his belief as to the 
. best interests of his child, then there is no divergence of interests. His statements would reflect 
his assessment of his child’s best interests and should generally be given effect, notwithstanding 
any political pressure he may feel. Accordingly, it is important to evaluate all available evidence 
with an eye toward determining not merely whether die father is subject to political pressure or 
even coercion, but whether he is acting against his true belief as to the best interests of his child. 

First, the opinions of Lazaro Gonzalez and his daughter, based on the tone of telephone 
conversations, conflict with the INS officer’s interpretation of her interview with die father. 
Because the INS officer interviewed the father in person and was convinced that the father is 
speaking truthfully and freely, we believe that her interpretation carries more weight than the 
opinions of Lazaro Gonzalez and his daughter. 

Second, the telephone conversations, recounted by Lazaro Gonzalez, wherein the father 
asked him to take care of the child do not establish a belief on the part of the father that die child 
should remain in the United States permanently. If true, die first of these conversations occurred 
prior to Elian’s arrival in the United States and prior to any knowledge on the part of the father 
that Elian’s mother had perished at sea. Her tragic death fundamentally changed the 
circumstances such that any prior statements of the father create no inference as to his true 
beliefs after the event. The second conversation with the father occurred while Elian was being 
examined and treated at a hospital in Ft. Lauderdale. Hie father’s alleged request that Lazaro 
Gonzalez take care of the child is subject to varying interpretations. At die second interview, the 
OIC asked the father to discuss his earlier conversations with Lazaro Gonzalez. He disputed 
Lazaro’s version. Elian’s father stated M At all times I asked that Elian be returned to me.” 

Elian’s grandfather interjected and die OIC summarized his view “At no time during his 
conversation with his brother did he ask him to take care of EKan. As a family they did not have 
to say such a thing. It's humane and as family, it is an obligation.” Assuming Elian's father 
made the statement, we believe the most reasonable interpretation is that it was a normal reaction 
of a father to the circumstances of his five year-old son’s lone arrival and medioal treatment in a 
foreign country following die tragic death of his mother, rather than a request that the child 
Remain with Lazaro Gonzalez indefinitely. 

Third, the statements of the attorney concerning the father’s alleged applications under 
the United States lottery program carry little weight We asked Elian’s father in the written 
questions whether he had applied either in person or by mail to the US Interests Section for 
permission to go to the United States. He indicated in writing that he had not The sta tem ents 
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that he had applied foe an immigrant visa are based on hearsay and cannot be confirmed or 
denied by the U.S. Interests Section or the INS. Even if we assume the father had applied under 
the loneiy program, there is no information concerning the circumstances of those applications, 
including his intentions concerning Elian. 2 3 Moreover, the circumstances faced by the father and 
his child have drastically changed from the time of any such application. 

Fourth, Elian's great uncle and the attorneys argued that father's freedom of movement 
has been restricted by his government We questioned Mr. Gonzalez-Qumtana at the second 
written submission abqut this allegation and he indicated that bis movements are not restricted by 
the Cuban government We recognize that Cubans do not enjoy the freedom of movement we 
have in our own country and that Mr. Gonzalez-Quintana is certainly under a lot of scrutiny by 
the press and by the Cuban government We have not, however, found evidence that he is unable 
to move as freely as other Cuban citizens or that his movements are restricted m order to punish 
or intimidate him or to influence his parental decisions. We have assumed for purposes of ih- . 
recommendation that there are limitations on the father's freedom and that he is being monitor? 1 
both by the Cuban government and by the Cuban press, but we do not believe that leads to an 
inference that the father's request for his child’s return is not genuine. 

Finally, the father's loving and active relationship with his child, as established by his 
interview and numerous affidavits, coupled with die circumstances under which he now finds his 
six year-old son, separated from his only surviving parent in a foreign country immediately 
following the tragic death of his mother, strongly suggests that the father’s request for his child’s 
return is genuine. After considering the totality of the information currently before the INS, we 
believe that the most reasonable inference is that the father is able to represent adequately the 
child's interests in immigration matters. 

After wei ghin g the information we have gathered, we believe the father is able to 
represent adequately the child’s immigration interests. Accordingly, we believe the INS should 
give effect to the father’s request for the return of his child by treating it as a request for a 
withdrawal of Elian's application for admission. Since wc believe Elian’s father is able to speak 
on b ehalf of his son, we should add that were Elian’s father to come to the United States to assert 
his parental authority, we believe that the INS would be required to recognize Elian’s father’s 
interests with respect to all immigration matters involving Elian. Elian’s father’s arrival would 
necessarily change the custody arrangement we sough! with his uncle in his absence. Under the 
INS regulations, a child is released in order of preference to 1) a parent; 2) legal guardian; or 3) 
an adult relative. $ CFR 236 3 In the December 13* interview, our officer in charge indicated to 
Mr. Gonzalez-Quintana that visas to visit the United States are generally granted for persons in 
his situation. Mr. Gonzalez-Qumtana indicated he was uninterested in applying for such a visa. 


2 No one has claimed and wc have no indication in INS records that Elian’s father ever applied 

under the refugee program. Therefore we must assume that the father did not base any such 
immi gration application on a fear of persecution for himself or his family. 
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B. EBan's asylum application 

While an application for asylum and a request for withdrawal of an application for 
adm issi on are inherently contradictory requests, the acceptance of a parent's request for the 
withdrawal of his child's application for admission does not necessarily preclude a child from 
applying for asylum independent of his parent. INS must determine whether it will accept an 
asylum application prepared by one of the attorneys claiming to represent Elian and filed under 
Elian’s signature. The INS has instructed its Texas Service Center to hold foe application until 
this determination is made. 

A child’s right to seek asylum independent ofhis parents is well established. Section 
208(a)(1) of the INA permits any individual physically present in the United States or who 
arrives in foe United States— including any alien who has been brought to foe United States after 
having been interdicted in international or United States waters— to apply for asylum. While 
Section 208(a)(2) of foe INA describes certain exceptions to tins right, those exceptions are not 
applicable to this case. There arc no age-based restrictions on applying for asylum. Because the 
statute does not place any age restrictions on the ability to seek asylum, it must be taken as a 
given that under some circumstances even a very young child maybe considered for a grant of 
asylum. The INS need not, however, process such applications if they reflect that the purported 
applicants are so young that they necessarily lack the capacity to understand what they are 
applying for or, foiling that, that the applications do not present an objective basis for ignoring 
the parents’ -wishes. Further, the United Nations Convention on foe Rights of the Child requires 
state parties to: 

take appropriate measures to ensure that a child who is seeking refugee status or . 
who is considered a refugee in accordance with applicable international or 
domestic law and procedures shall, whether unaccompanied or accompanied by 
.his or her parents or by any other person, receive appropriate protection and 
humanitarian assistance in the enjoyment of applicable rights. 

United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child* Article 22, 28 1JLM. 1448, 1464 (1989). 5 

Neither section 208 of foe INA, nor the Convention on foe Rights of foe Child, however, 
addresses whether a child may assert a claim for asylum contrary to foe express wishes of a 
parent We believe, in keeping with foe United States' obligation of nonrtfoulemeni under the 
1967 Protocol Relating to the States of Refugees, certain circumstances require foe Unite d State s 
to accept and adjudicate a child's asylum application, and provide necessary protection, despite 
foe express opposition of the child's parents. 

The Seventh Circuit helped define those circumstances in ffrlgYfhft 774 E2d 

/731 $*Ch. 1985). TheCourt held that foe sig nifi ca nt rights of parents to direct the HA of their 
jchfld did not preclude the chi Id from raising an asylum claim, despite foe par^* opposit ion^ 
The parents' significant interests entitled them, however; to participate m all immigration matters 
regarding their child. In that case, foe INS accepted an asylum application by a twelve-year old 

2 The United States is a signatory to the United Nations Convention on foe Rights of foe Child, 
not a party. 
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boy and granted asylum without notice to the parents. The Seventh Circuit held that the 
government had cued because it failed to ensure that both parties received an adequate 
opportunity to assert their interests. The Court found it persuasiveihat the boy, who was twelve, 
was sufficiently mature to articulate a desire for asylum apart from his parents' wishes. 

In assessing the parents’ rights, the Court applied the balancing test established by 
Matthews v. Eldridue. 424 U.S. 319 (1976), which provides a mechanism for assessing the level 
of procedural due process necessary in a given proceeding. Under that test, the government must 
assess the private interest affected by the proceeding, the risk of error inherent in the chosen 
proceeding, and the interest of the government in using a particular proceeding. Based on that 
analysis, the Polovchak court found that the involvement of the parents must be weighed against 
any competing procedural interests, ultimately concluding that the parents* risk — the loss of 
their ability to direct their child's interests.- significantly outweighed the burdens imposed on 
the government by providing the parents with notice and opportunity to participate in die 
procedure. 

The Supreme Court has applied the same balancing test in assessing the standard of proof 
necessary to permit the termination of parental rights. Recognising i4 that freedom of personal 
choice in matters of family life is a fundamental liberty interest protected by the Fourteenth 
Amendment,” the Court held that parental rights could not be severed absent dear and 
convincing evidence of a basis to terminate. Santoskv v. Kramer. 455 US. 745, 753 (1982). 

The Court noted that thechildand the parents “share a vital interest in preventing erroneous 
termination of their natural relationship.” I& at 760. Consequently, applying the Eldridac 
factors, the Court determined that the private interest affected by proceedings to terminate 
parental rights is commanding, the risk of error in using a preponderance of the evidence 
standard is substantial, and the countervailing government interest in usingthe preponderance of 
the evidence standard, rather than the dear and convincing evidence standard, was slight 

The issue here - whether the INS should accept and adjudicate EKan’s asylum 
application in direct opposition to his surviving parent and legal guardian — does not mult in the 
termination of parental rights. It carries the potential, however, of significantly prolonging, 
perhaps indefinitely, Elian’s separation from his father, resulting in a substantial interference 
with the father’s parental rights. So, while Santoskv is not directly applicable to this ease, the 
INS must keep in mind the potential interference with the father’s parental rights when 
determining whether to accept and adjudicate Elian’s application for asylum. In Polovchak. the 
Seventh Circuit addressed the competing interests of the twelve-year old boy who had clearly 
expressed his desire to apply for asylum and of the parents in asserting their parental rights by 
requiring the government to allow the parents to participate in their ehild’s immigration matUrs, 
Here, the father may not have an opportunity, in a meaningful way, to participate in the y 
adjudication of Elian’s asylum application because his residence in Cuba may preclude him from 
inveiling to the United States or because he is unwilling to do ao. In order to respect the 
•parental rights of the father, the INS must first determine whether a ttue divergence of interests 
exists with respect to Elian's asylum application. Is Elian truly seeking asylum? If not, would 
his return violate United States' inte rn at i onal obligations? If die answer to either question is yes, 
the INS must adjudicate the application, but in m way that provides the father with a mesntngfbl 
opportunity to participate. 


9 


000015 



1615 


(i) Elian's capacity to assert a claim for asylum on his own behalf 

While the asylum statute clearly invests a child with the right to seek asylum, the 
question of capacity to assert that right is unresolved. The Polovchak case reco gnize d that a 
twelve-year-old boy was sufficiently mature to be able to articulate a in express 

contradiction to the wishes of his parents. It did not specifically reach issues relating to the 
capacity of a younger child, but opined that a twelve-year old was probably at the low-end of 
maturity necessary to suffici ently distinguish his asylum interests from those of his parents. 
Elian’s tender age is clearly one of the factors that must be considered in assessing whether he 
can assert an asylum claim. At age six. Well below the lower end of necessary maturity 
described by the Seventh Circuit in Polovchak. we have serious doubts as to Elian’s capacity to 
possess or articulate a subjective fear of persecution on account of a protected ground. There is 
no indication from the information INS has received that Elian possesses or has articulated a 
subjective fear of persecution on a protected ground, or that he has (he ability to do so. 
Moreover, we do not believe that Qian, at age six, is competent to affirm that the contents of his 
asylum application accurately reflect his fear of returning to Cuba, if any. We believe, therefore, 
that despite his signature on his application for asylum, Elian lacks the capacity to nose an 
asylum claim. Thus, we do not consider Elian to be seeking asylum or refugee status on his own 
behalf. 


(ii) Objective basis for a valid asylum claim 

Capacity is only one of the issues that must be assessed, however, in cases involving 
unaccompanied minors who maybe eligible for asylum, the INS Children's Guidelines. 
following the recommendations of the UNHCR, advise adjudicators to assess an asylum .claim 
keeping in mind that very young children may be incapable of expressing fear to the degree of an 
adult. In recommending a course of action for evaluating a child's fear, the Children's 
Guidelines note that the adjudicator must take the child's statements into account, but it is far 
more likely that (he adjudicator will have to evaluate the claim based on all objective evidence 
available. The UNHCR notes that the need for objective evidence is particularly compelling 
where there appears to be a conflict of interest between the child and the parent. UNHCR 
Guidelines, para. 2 19. 

. Thus, while Elian appears to be too young to raise an asylum claim on his own behalf if 
objective information demonstrates that there is an independent basis for asylum, 
notwithstanding die lather’s stated interests, the INS would be obliged to consider the claim. In 
evaluating whether such information exists, (he INS should first consider (he allegations 
contained in his asylum application. 

/ Elian's application for asylum bases his claim on two grounds. First, the application 

describes past persecution to members of Elian's ftmily, including detention of Elian’s 
* stepfather, imprisonment of his great-unde, and harassment of his mother by the communist 
party. Second, the application describes the potential for political exploitation of EHan, based on 
apolitical opinion imputed to him by the Castro regime, resulting in severe mental anguish and 
suffering tantamount to torture. The application includes a request for protection under the 
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Convention Against Torture. When attorney Roger Bernstein first submitted the application on 
December 10, he reserved the right* in his cover letter, to supplement the application with 
supporting documentation. In a meeting prior to the interview of Lazaro Gonzalez, Mr. 

Bernstein stated that he has spoken to witnesses who could attest to the allegations of past 
persecution and the likelihood of political exploitation. 

None of the information provides an objective basis to conclude that any of the 
experiences of Elian's relatives in Cuba bear upon the possibility that Elian would be persecuted 
on account of a protected ground. Further, while we are troubled about the possibility of 
political exploitation and resulting mental anguish, it does not appear to form the basis of a valid 
claim for asylum. There is no objective basis to conclude that the Castro regime would impute to 
this six-year old boy a political opinion (or any other protected characteristic), which it seeks to 
overcome through persecution. See INS v. Elias-Zacarias. 502 U.S. 478, 1 12 S.Ct. 812 (1992) 
(holding that an applicant for asylum based on political opinion must show that the alleged 
persecutors are motivated by the applicant’s political opinion). 

Finally, the allegation that any political exploitation of Elian requires protection under the 
Convention Against Torture is without objective basis. The assertion that the mental anguish 
Elian might face would be sufficiently severe to constitute torture under the Convention is purely 
speculative. Additionally, to merit protection under the Convention, the applicant must 
demonstrate that the torture would be inflicted intentionally. Even if the Castro regime seeks to 
exploit Elian for political gain, there is no reason to believe that it has any intention of inflicting 
severe mental anguish or any other form of harm recognized by the United States as torture upon 
Elian. Further, under U.S. law, the definition of mental suffering that can constitute torture is 
very narrow: it must be prolonged mental harm caused by die intentional infliction of severe 
physical pain or suffering, the administration or threatened administration of mind altering 
substances, or the threat of imminent death to the victim or another person. 8 CFR 208.18(a) 

Again, there is no indication that any political exploitation of Elian by the Castro regime would 
involve such tactics. 

We do not believe EHan has the capacity to form a subjective fear of persecution on 
account of a protected ground. Further, there appears to be no objective basis for a valid claim 
for asylum or protection under the Convention Against Torture. Therefore, we believe that there 
is no divergence of interest between the father and child with respect to Elian’s asylum 
application which warrants int e rference with the lather’s parental authority. Elian’s return to 
Cuba would not violate the United States* obligations under the 1967 Protocol Relating to the 
Status of Refugees, the Convention Against Torture, or the Convention on the Rights of foe 
Child. The INS may give effect to die father's request for the return of his child bynot accepting . 
or adjudicating the application for asylum submitted under Elian’s signature. 
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Subpena to Testify (Hearing) 

0utf)oritp of tfjc p$ou*e of l&epretfentatttit* of t|)e 
Congress of tfje Amtell states of America 


To. Enter r. .Bahen: — Assistant Attorney -GfcHfiXfll .for Affairs 

You are hereby commanded to be and appear before the Full Committee on 

Government Reform 0 f the House of Representatives 

of the United States, of which the Hon. Pan Burton is chairman, in 

Room 215? of the Rayburn Building in the city 

of Washington, on March 23, 2000 f at the hour of 10:00 AM f 

then and there to testily touching matters of inquiry committed to said Committee; and you 
are not to depart without leave of said Committee. 

To Maria Taahnrrl 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the dty of Washington, this 


17th 


.day of 


Karch 


,SHL2P00 


a* 


Chatman. 


Attest: 

CM. 
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March 20, 2000 


Mr. Robert Raben 

Assistant Attorney General for Legislative Affairs 

Department of Justice 

10th and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, DC 20530 


Dear Mr. Raben: 

Pursuant to Rules X and XI of the Rules of the House of Representatives, the Committee 
on Government Reform is holding a hearing entitled “Missing White House E-Mails: 
Mismanagement of Subpoenaed Records.” The hearing is scheduled for Thursday, March 23, 
2000, in room 2154 of the Rayburn House Office Building at 10:00 a.m. 

I am requesting that you testify before the Committee regarding your knowledge of this 
matter. To this end, you will receive a Committee subpoena requiring your presence at this 
hearing. 

If you wish to make an opening statement, it is requested that you provide 100 copies of 
your written testimony to the Committee no later than 24 hours prior to the time of the hearing. 
Also, to facilitate printing of the hearing record, please provide a computer disk containing your 
testimony. At the hearing we ask that you summarize your testimony in five minutes to allow 
maximum time for discussion and questions. Also, Rule 12 of the Committee on Government 
Reform requires that witnesses, “when appearing in a non-governmental capacity, provide a 
curriculum vitae and a listing of any Federal Government grants and contracts received in the 
previous fiscal year.” 

Under the Congressional Accountability Act, the House of Representatives must be in 
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Persons requiring special 
accommodations should contact Lisa Smith Arafime at 202/225-5074 at least four business days 
prior to the hearing. 
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Please contact the Committee's Chief Counsel, James C. Wilson, at 202/225-5074 if you 
have any questions or need additional information about the hearing. We appreciate your 
willingness to appear and look forward to your testimony. 



cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 



1621 



WAXWAN. CALRORNIA. 

Cmmcmty member 


BfNIAMMA QA.IMM.MCW VORK . 
CONSTANCE A. MORCUA. MARYLAND 

omtomii shays Connecticut 
aeama nos-lfhtmcn. nfl wo « 

JOHN M MCHUCM NEW YORK 
STEPHEN HORN CALIFORNIA 


ONE HONORED SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfjc <Hmteb States 


l NOMAS M OAVts a vnoMtt 
OAVOW MclNTOM. IMOtANA 

marn e. souoea moiana 

JOC SCARBOROUGH floroa 

STEVEN C UTOURCm.OHlO 

MARSHALL -MARK" SanEORO. SOUTH CAROLINA 

BOB BARR. CEOROM 

DANMH.UR. HORXM 

ASA MUTCHMSOM. ARKANSAS 

LEE TERRY. NEBRASKA 

MOV BKJOERT. ILLINOIS 

OREO WALDEN. OREGON 

OOUOOSt. C A UR OWB A 

Raul rvan msconsm 

WtEN CHCNOWCTHJMGC. IDAHO 
OAVID VOTER. LOUMMNA 


Douse of BrprcSentatibrS 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

MajOWW OOEJfBS-SOM 
iaminyy groaaa-aosi 
tty noans-BBH 


TOM LANTOS. CALFORNM 
ROBERT C WISE. At . WEST VMOWM 
MAJOR R OWENS NEWTORK 
(OOLPMUS TOWN!. NEW YORK 
RAUL I KANJOR3M PCMVSVVVAMA 
PAT«Y T MM. HAWAII 
CAROLYN & MALONEY. NEW YORK 
ELEANOR HOLMES HORTON. 

DISTRICT OR COUMMA 
CMAKA f ATT AH. KlWSVLVAMA 
tUUAH E. CUMMW0&. MARYLAND 
□BNMSJ KUCMCKOMK) 

ROOR BLAOOJEWCH AUNOIS 

OANNY K. OAVtS UJNOtS 

JOHN r TIERNEY MASSACHUSETTS 

JM TURNER TEXAS 

THOMAS H ALIEN MAME 

HAROLD E FORD. J» . TENNESSEE 

JANICE D. SCHAKOWSK Y. XJ.INOIS 


BCRnaAO SANOSRE. VERMONT 
WOERENOEhT 


March 21, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear General Reno: 


On March 8, 2000, 1 wrote to you about the Justice Department’s apparent failure 
to make any effort to obtain a large category of documents potentially relevant to the 
campaign fttndraising investigation. In that letter, I pointed out that the Justice 
Department had not contacted any of the contractors responsible for the White House e- 
mail system, and had apparently not pushed the White House to produce this information 
to the Justice Department. 


only has the Justice Department failed to push for any of this information, it is actually 
playing a key role in keeping the information from coming to light. Currently, the Justice 
Department is representing the Executive Office of the President (“EOP”) in civil suits 
brought in the “Filegate” case. In recent pleadings, plaintiffs have alleged suppression of 
evidence and threatening of witnesses concerning mismanaged White House e-mail 
records that may touch on Filegate matters affecting their case. Rather than responding 
to the Plaintiffs* allegations with concern, or even withdrawing from the case, the Justice 


Department lawyers have responded like seasoned defense counsel: they disparaged the 
plaintiffs’ claims; they said that this was old news; and they claimed that it would be 


impossible to produce the e-mails. In its March 6, 2000, memorandum to the court, the 
Justice Department first characterized the plaintiffs' allegations as "offensive." Then, it 
stated that the "technical failure [to produce the e-mails] is a long-standing matter of 


public record that has been confirmed by the White House itself." Finally, the Justice 
Department stated that the "EOP has advised both plaintiffs and this Court on 
innumerable occasions that it has not produced any backed-up or archived e-mail in 
response to plaintiffs’ many discovery requests. Time and again, EOP has forthrightly 
objected that it is unduly burdensome to perform broad-based searches of archived and 
backed-up e-mail, especially e-mail stored in a non-word searchable format” 
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While the Justice Department's zeal in defending its client, the White House, is 
understandable, it is also troubling. The Justice Department is supposed to be conducting 
a thorough criminal investigation of allegations of illegal fundraising in the 1996 
elections, including allegations about White House involvement in the scandal. Just last 
week, you stated that "the investigation continues, and we will continue to pursue every 
lead." Yet, the Justice Department's filing in the Filegate case makes it clear that you are 
not making any effort to follow this lead. In fact, the Justice Department is disparaging 
these claims, and is assisting the White House in its efforts to keep these records from 
being produced to the Justice Department or any other investigative body. These facts 
lead me to ask a number of questions: 

• When did the Justice Department learn of the problem with the White House e- 
mail system? 

• When was the Campaign Financing Task Force informed of the problem with the 
White House e-mail system? 

• Is it the opinion of the Campaign Financing Task Force that allegations that White 
House e-mails were not produced to the Task Force are "offensive" as the Justice 
Department suggested in its recent legal brief? 

• Is it the Campaign Financing Task Force’s position that "it is unduly burdensome 
to perform broad-based searches of archived and backed-up e-mail, especially e- 
mail stored in non- word searchable format," as suggested in the Justice 
Department's brief? 

When FBI Director Freeh and Charles La Bella conducted that you were not able 
to conduct the campaign fundraising investigation, they were obviously right This 
conclusion was reinforced when it was learned that your prosecutors had failed to 
question either the President or the Vice President about any aspect of the foreign money 
scandal during five separate interviews. It is inconceivable that the Justice Department 
can on one hand help the White House avoid production of the missing e-mails, and on 
the other hand, aggressivdy pursue the e-mails in the campaign fundraising investigation. 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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(0ff«p xrf ifjr JMfortirg (general 

Baelfington,®. QL 20530 

March 21, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This letter responds to your letter of March 10, 2000, as 
well as to the Committee's subpoena of that same date seeking 
copies of a November 1997 memorandum by Director Freeh, a July 
1998 memorandum by Charles La Bella, and the nnemoranda written in 
response to those memoranda. 

The Department declined to provide the La Bella and Freeh 
memoranda when the Committee subpoenaed them in July 1998 . In 
our joint letter, dated July 28, 1998 (the "joint letter"), 
Director Freeh and I stated that "our position [was] based 
principally on the longstanding Department policy of declining to 
provide congressional committees with access to open law 
enforcement files." The letter informed the Committee that 
disclosure of the memoranda could provide a "road map" of the 
Department's ongoing criminal investigation and place the 
Congress in a position to attempt to influence decisions in the 
investigation, including my then-pending decision on whether to 
accept Mr. La Bella's recommendation that an independent counsel 
be appointed. As Mr. La Bella himself told the Committee, n [t]he 
last thing in the world that I want to see as the prosecutor 
heading this Task Force is that this memo ever get disclosed. . . . 

I can't see a set of circumstances under which this report should 
see the light of day. " 

The joint letter also explained that, wholly apart from the 
effect that disclosure would have on the ongoing investigation, 
release of these documents would chill the deliberative process 
that is critical to the discharge of the Department's law 
enforcement mission and the ability of Attorneys General to 
receive candid, confidential recommendations from the FBI 
Director and Department attorneys. Director Freeh reemphasized 
this position during his testimony before the Committee, when he 
stated that if these deliberative memoranda were disclosed "the 
chilling effect that that would have on prosecutors, assistant 
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U.S. attorneys and investigators, in my professional judgment, 
would be very severe . " The Department has always sought to ensure 
that all law enforcement decisions are products of open, frank 
and independent assessments of the pertinent law and facts -- 
uninhibited by political and other improper outside influences. 

If each attorney's recommendations and views can be dissected by 
Congress in a public forum, then the free and candid flow of 
ideas and recommendations would certainly be jeopardized. A 
unanimous Supreme Court decision recognized the legitimacy of 
this "chilling effect" concern: "Human experience teaches that 

those who expect public dissemination of their remarks may well 
temper candor with a concern for appearances and for their own 
interests to the detriment of the decisionmaking process . " 

United States v, Nixon . 418 U.S. 683, 705 (1974). The Court 
observed that "the importance of this confidentiality is too 
plain to require further discussion. " Id. 

The Department's interests in protecting both ongoing 
investigations and the ability of its attorneys to provide frank 
and independent views are vital to the integrity and proper 
functioning of the Department. That is why I felt compelled to 
refuse to produce the La Bella and Freeh memoranda even in the 
face of the Committee's decision to vote out a contempt citation. 
I must continue to consider these interests in deciding upon the 
Department's response to the Committee's March 10 subpoena. 

There have apparently been disclosures from one or more 
memoranda to the media. It is not clear whether the entire 
memoranda or only portions were disclosed to the media, or 
whether additional materials were disclosed as well. In any 
event, whatever disclosure was made was wholly unauthorized. 

Contrary to the suggestion made in your letter, moreover, 
the Department's interests in protecting the confidentiality of 
its prosecutorial decisionmaking process are not diminished by 
this unauthorized disclosure. Indeed, acceptance of that premise 
would in the future lead Department attorneys to refrain from 
providing candid views and recommendations out of fear that an 
unauthorized leak of part of a document would automatically 
result in the disclosure of the entire document, as well as all 
those written in response to it. 

Despite our serious concerns, both Director Freeh and I 
recognize that the Congress has a legitimate oversight interest 
in my decisions on whether to seek appointment of an independent 
counsel in the campaign finance matter. Accordingly, we 
previously reached an accommodation with the Congress, whereby 
we agreed to provide access to the La Bella and Freeh memoranda 
(redacted, as required by law, for grand jury material) under 
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certain limited conditions. We also made Mr. La Bella and James 
DeSarno available to testify before the Committee. This was, I 
believe, an extraordinary effort by the Department to allow the 
Committee to carry out its oversight obligations while attempting 
to limit the harm to either the ongoing investigation or the 
long-term institutional interests of the Department . 

Since that agreement was reached in 1998, we have provided 
access to the La Bella and Freeh memoranda to the Chairmen and 
Ranking Minority Members of the committees of jurisdiction and 
their staff. We also arranged for the House impeachment counsel 
to review "the La Bella memorandum in its entirety by obtaining a 
court order under Rule 6 (e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal 
Procedure. More recently, following a clarifying ruling from the 
United States Court of Appeals on the scope of Rule 6 (e) , we 
received a request from you and other Members to provide access 
to the La Bella and Freeh memoranda once again, this time 
redacted in accordance with the new 6(e) standards announced by 
the Court of Appeals. We agreed to do so, and as a result of the 
Court decision, a large portion of the previously redacted 
information was no longer subject to redaction. We advised the 
Committee staff last fall that the memorandum with reduced 
redactions was available for review. 

While it is clear that a number of critical facts have 
changed since the summer of 1998, I continue to believe it would 
be inappropriate to provide copies of this material to the 
Congress. First, although I have made a final decision not to 
seek appointment of the independent counsel that Director Freeh 
and Mr. La Bella recommended and, of course, the Independent 
Counsel Act has expired, the campaign finance investigation 
remains open and active. Second, as noted above, there has been 
an agreement in place since 1998 under which the Congress has had 
access to the La Bella and Freeh memoranda but does not retain 
copies, which has enabled appropriate Congressional committees 
to carry out their oversight responsibilities. Third, the 
Department continues to have a substantial interest in avoiding 
a chilling effect on the candor of future prosecutorial 
deliberations . 

I believe that the most constructive way to proceed at this 
juncture is for the Committee and the Department to continue to 
explore inter-branch accommodations that satisfy the Committee's 
legitimate oversight interests while at the same time protecting 
the Department's interest in avoiding a chill on the candor of 
future deliberations. Accordingly, we are prepared to make 
available the following documents for review by you and the 
Ranking Minority Member, as well as one staff member for each of 
you, so long as the Committee agrees not to take notes 
or disclose publicly the contents of the documents: the 
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November 24, 1997 memorandum by Director Freeh; the July 16, 1998 
La Bella Interim Report and Addendum; an August 6, 1998 
memorandum to me from Assistant Attorney General James K. 
Robinson, attaching a memorandum by Lee Radek, Chief, Public 
Integrity Section, Criminal Division, and a memorandum by Patty 
Stemler, Chief, Appellate Section, Criminal Division; and an 
August 25, 1998 memorandum to me from Assistant Attorney General 
Robinson. In keeping with Federal Rule of Criminal Procedure 
6(e) and the Department's longstanding policy on open 
investigations, these documents will be made available in 
redacted form to preserve the confidentiality of information 
that would reveal matters occurring before the grand jury or that 
could compromise an ongoing aspect of the campaign finance 
investigation. The amount of redacted material, however, is 
minimal compared to what was necessary to redact when the La 
Bella and Freeh memoranda were made available to Congress in 
1998. 


With respect to your concerns about the process and 
substance of my application of the Independent Counsel Act, I 
note that through the course of the three and a half years that 
the Campaign Financing Task Force has been investigating a wide 
variety of allegations relating to fundraising by both political 
parties during the 1996 election cycle, I had to make decisions 
concerning the former Independent Counsel Act on numerous 
occasions. Each and every time, with the advice and assistance 
of many fine attorneys in the Department, including Mr. La Bella 

and Director Freeh, I reached my own conclusions, based on the 

facts and the law. Each time, I applied the statutory standards, 
no matter who was the subject of the investigation. In a number 

of cases, the application of the law led me to conclude that 

appointment of an independent counsel was required. In others, 
a preliminary investigation was conducted but at the end of our 
examination of the facts and the law, I concluded that the 
statutory standard for such an appointment had not been met. 

In still others, I concluded that no preliminary investigation 
was required. In every case, my ultimate decision was assisted 
by a free and frank exchange of views by my advisors, and I 
welcomed the input I received from all who participated in the 
process . 

I disagree strongly with any suggestion that some of the 
recommendations to me were motivated by improper considerations. 

I have seen not a shred of evidence to support this, and I would 
not have tolerated it. The extensive debate on the 
extraordinarily difficult issues presented was often vigorous, 
but I am confident that every participant in these discussions 
has given me in good faith his or her best advice, based upon his 
or her understanding of the law and the facts. Ultimately, 
however, the decisions that were made were mine alone. 
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In applying the standards of the Independent Counsel Act, I 
sought and received advice from many quarters, including the 
Public Integrity Section, which has been responsible for the 
administration of the Act since its initial enactment through 
both Republican and Democratic Administrations. The Section's 
specialized knowledge and experience has been invaluable over the 
years in ensuring that the Act was applied consistently, in 
Administrations of both parties, and I have full confidence that 
it did so even-handedly and apolitically in connection with 
campaign finance related matters. It is important to understand 
that in making Independent Counsel Act recommendations that 
related to the campaign finance investigation, the Public 
Integrity Section at all times worked closely with FBI agents and 
attorneys from the Task Force who were assigned to the particular 
matter, and that no decision on independent counsel matters was 
made without hearing fully from the Task Force and the FBI. 

Moreover, at no time did I allow the requirements of the 
Independent Counsel Act to impair the overall investigative 
mission of the Task Force. I have repeatedly urged the Task 
Force to follow the evidence wherever it leads. The Task Force's 
investigation iB still pending. 

Decisions under the Independent Counsel Act were frequently 
not clear-cut; they involved a degree of discretion and judgment. 
Reasonable people have disagreed as to how the Act should have 
been applied in particular matters. I, like my predecessors, 
have been criticized both for seeking appointment of independent 
counsels and for failing to do so. No one should believe, 
however, that my decisions have been anything other than good 
faith efforts to apply the law as written by Congress. I have 
never tried to protect any person by my application of the law. 
Regardless of the criticism that was levied, I applied the law as 
I understood it to the facts as I knew them. 

I believe that the information I have provided about my 
approach to the Independent Counsel Act, together with the 
Committee’s opportunity to review the Freeh, La Bella and other 
memoranda, represents an appropriate accommodation of the 
Committee's oversight interests that avoids the chilling effect 
on future Department deliberations that would result from public 
disclosure of these candid deliberative documents. We are, of 
course, prepared to provide .further information on the rationale 
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for my decision and to discuss how best to accommodate legitimate 
oversight and law enforcement concerns with respect to this 
matter. 


Sincerely, 



Janet Reno 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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Subpoena Duces Tecum 

$p gutfjorit? of tl )t Jfyov&z of l&epregtntatibeg of tfje 
Congregg of tfje ®mt*b £>tateg *f America 




You are hereby commanded to produce the things identified on the attached schedule before the 

FMX. Committee on .Qp.y.fi?:niweAt..Rft^Qm 

of the House of Representatives of die United States, of which the Hon. ...Dajx.fturton 

is chairman, by producing such things in Room ...2.15.7. of the 

.?.#J.b.Y.K1t Building in the city of Washington, on 

...March..2j?.t;j^,.„2Q0.O. , at the hour of 5i0Gpm : 

To .^A8..RU..T.awh»arxi. 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the UaHstTSTlfes, at the city of Washington, this 

XSt.2000 



Chairman. 
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Attest: 
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Serve: The Honorable Janet Reno 
Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20530 

before the Committee on the 

Government Reform 








House of Representatives 


GPO: 1998 51-015 (mac) 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
GovemmentRefonn Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C 20515 


United States Department of Justice 
Serve: Attorney 'General Janet Reno 
Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record's Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chief Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 

Definitions and Instructions 

(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the word "record" or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of anyitem whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and intemalxorrespondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable materia] of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or “records" shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer" or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to -that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
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and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to; all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to which 
you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have put in 
storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present. 

(4) The conjunctions “or” and “and” arc to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

Subpoenaed Items 

Please provide the Committee with the following records: 

1. All interview summaries for the following individuals: 

a. Leon Panetta; 

b. Hillary Rodham Clinton; 

c. Richard Sullivan; 

d. David Mercer; and 

e. Francessa Wakem. 

2. All interview summaries of individuals interviewed as part of the preliminary 
investigations of whether to appoint an Independent Counsel for the President or Vice President. 

3. All memoranda regarding decisions not to prosecute the following individuals and 
matters: 


2 
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a. Charles N. Duncan; 

b. James Kallstrom; 

c. Jude Kearney; 

d. Alfred La Manna; 

e. Mark Middleton; 

f. Charles Parish; 

g. Richard Scruggs; 

h. Vote Now *96; 

i. Keshi Zhan; 

j. potential obstruction of justice by the Vice President or his office with regard 
to the delayed production of memos prepared by David Strauss regarding 
campaign fundraising; 

k. a potential scheme to defraud by the Democratic National Committee by 
diverting soft money to hard money accounts; and 

l. use of events such as coffees, overnight stays and trips on Air Force One and 
Two by the White House to raise campaign funds. 

4. All document requests and subpoenas issued by the Justice Department Campaign 
Financing Task Force to the following entities: 

a. Executive Office of the President; 

b. The White House; 

c. Democratic National Committee; 

d. Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee; 

e. Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee; 

f. Republican National Committee; 

g. National Republican Senatorial Committee; and 

h. National Republican Congressional Committee. 

5. All records regarding the decision to limit the subject matter of the Campaign 
Financing Task Force’s interviews of the President and Vice President. 

6. All records relating to any plan or effort by the Campaign Financing Task Force or 
the FBI to arrest General Ji Shengde. 

7. All records from the Office of the Attorney General, Deputy Attorney General, or 
Associate Attorney General, relating to Rebekah Poston, Soka Gakkai, or Nobuo Abe (a.k.a. 
Nikken Abe, a.k.a. Shinno Abe). 


3 
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ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of ti je ®niteb g>tatwf 

fyouit of l&eprMfetitatibei 

COMMtTTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buhomg 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 

MNjqm M0MDM 

Marcfo, MT 



VIA FACSIM ILE^)— ^ AND F IRST CLASS MAIL 

Ms. Ann Todd 
Supervisory Special Agent 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535 

Re: Committee Investigation into die 1993 Branch Davidian Tragedy 

Dear Special Agent Todd: 

In response to our telephone conversation this afternoon, I write to request in 
further detail the nature of our request for familiarization with the Hostage Rescue Team 
(HRT), scheduled hopefully next Friday, March 3 1. 2000, their equipment and 
procedures. 

Specifically, we wish to receive briefings on and familiarization training with 
HRT individual and team equipment including, but not necessarily limited to: (1) the 
individual and crew-served weapons maintained or otherwise within the possession of the 
HRT during the 1993 siege near Waco, Texas; (2) the vehicles utilized by the HRT to 
transport HRT equipment, known colloquially as the M mount-out” vehicle (and all 
equipment transported or otherwise stored therein); (3) facilities utilized by HRT at its 
Headquarters located at Quantico, Virginia for training purposes or storage of HRT 
equipment; and (4) any other matters or training which would better educate Committee 
staff on the capabilities and resources available to the HRT. 

Please confirm that this will take place as soon as possible. If you have any 
questions concerning these interviews, please feel free to contact me at (202) 225-5074. 


Aodfd Hollis 
Committee Counsel 



Supervising Special Agent Ann Todd 
March 23, 2000 


cc: Michael Yeager, Esquire, 

Democratic Counsel 



1636 


KMMMN*. OM«N. NEW VOW 


UMt* AOS-UmIMEN. HOMO* 
JOMN It UcMJOK NEW VOW 


STEAmCM MOAN CAIMOAMA 
JOHN L MCA FIOAO*. 

THOMAS M. DAWS M. VMGMM 
OAVOM.MCMTOSM.MOMN* ' 

MAfKE SOUOCA MMNA 
JOE SCANSONOUSH FlOMO* 

STEVEN C. UTOUNfnt ONO 

MNSHMX NMr SANFORD. SOUTH CAAOllNA 



ONE HUNOflEO SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfj^fHniteli States 

H»ouse o( RfprrtfntatibMf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 




ADU (. MNJONSKI. ACNNSU VANIA 

AATEr T. MMK. HMM 

CAM* VN A. MAMMY. NEW VOA* 
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March 27, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 
U.S. Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, N.W. 
Washington, DC 20530 


Dear General Reno: 

The Campaign Financing Task Force has announced an investigation of possible 
obstruction of justice involving documents not produced to this Committee, various 
Independent Counsels, and the Justice Department In a Declaration to the United States 
District Court for the District of Columbia, filed on March 22, 2000, Robert J. Conrad, 
Jr., the Chief of the Justice Department Campaign Financing Task Force, stated that* 
“continued inquiry into this matter by the Civil Division . . . would interfere with and 
potentially compromise the Task Force's investigation of die pending allegations.” Thus, 
the Task Force, which is supervised by you, has declared that the Civil Division, which is 
supervised by you, might “interfere with and potentially com promise” a major 
investigation. First, you rejected an Independent Counsel in favor of running your own 
investigation of the President, Vice President, and your political party. Now you have 
decided to use the same Campaign Financing Task Force, supervised by yourself^ to 
investigate yourself and the Justice Department lawyers who helped keep the e-mails 
from being produced to Congress, Independent Counsels, and your own Campaign 
Financing Task Force. 

Under normal circumstances, I would welcome a Justice Department investigation 
of possible criminal conduct However, because you and your staff are in charge, the 
proposed investigation is fatally flawed. When Director Louis Freeh and then-Task 
Force Chief Charles La Bella recommended an Independent Counsel in 1998, the words 
they used effectively predicted the current e-mail scandal. They believed that an 


l 
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investigation led by the Attorney General would not be able to take steps necessary to 
secure evidence, vigorously investigate Democrat political leaders and their party, and 
promote confidence in the rule of law. Now, two years later, the e-mail scandal has 
proven their point. This part of the campaign finance scandal, however, points directly at 
the Justice Department - for what the Justice Department did do (represent the White 
House in keeping the e-mails from investigators) and for what the Justice Department did 
not do (force production of the e-mails for its own investigation). 

There is growing consensus that you were, and are, unable to supervise 
investigations involving the President, the Vice President, and your political party. For 
this reason, I call on you to appoint a Special Counsel to investigate the obstruction of 
justice charges against the White House. The individual chosen should be completely 
independent, should Jiave no current ties to the Justice Department, and should be seen by 
the American people to be fair and impartial. With all due respect to Mr. Conrad, he is 
under your supervision, and he will be subject to the same constraints that have made 
your foreign money investigation a tragic misadventure. Simply put, you cannot be in 
charge of investigating yourself and the Civil Division, which is now headed by your 
former Chief of Staff. 

1 will address the following points in turn: (1) the perception that you are not able 
to do your job; (2) allegations that you are predisposed to provide unfair advantages to 
your political colleagues in matters involving the campaign finance scandal; and (3) the 
apparent conflict of interest within the Justice Department m the e-mail obstruction of 
justice matter. 


1. The Perception that You Are Not Able to Do Your Job 

I will refrain from using this letter as a vehicle for restating my views of your 
conduct in the campaign financing investigation. They are well known. Rather, I ask 
that you consider what the media is telling the citizens of this country. 1 realize that you 
believe that you should be free from the pressure of the media, and I share your view that 
an Attorney General should not be driven solely by the dictates of public opinion. 
Nevertheless, the perception that you have created is devastating to the cause of justice, 
harmful to the institution you preside over, and damaging to the thousands of good men 
and women who serve this country in the Justice Department and the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. The following selection of assessments speak to your fitness to preside 
over the e-mail investigation and should give you a taste of what will be said if you elect 
to run this investigation: 

The general election campaign has gotten off to an unusually fast start, 
and it has done so under a cloud of suspicion created by Attorney 
General Janet Reno’s incompetent nod politically biased response to 
the campaign finance abuses of the 1996 campaign. 1 


1 Campaign Finance Battles , THE New York TIMES, March 14, 2000, at A22. 


2 




1638 


The [release of the La Bella memorandum and other] documents are 
further evidence of Ms. Reno’s politicized handling of the campaign 
fund-raising issue and of her dedication to protecting Democratic 
Party interests from start to finish. 2 

[OJccasional glimpses the public has had of the Justice Department 
investigation have inspired less than total confidence. 3 

She [Attorney General Reno] has sought to protect the White House at 
every turn, especially after meeting with the President on her 
reappointment at the outset of his second terra. She has named special 
counsels for trivial cases against Cabinet members, but refused them on 
serious charges against the President and Vice President despite the La 
Bella and Freeh recommendations. 4 

Today few doubt any longer that Ms. Reno is an adjunct to the Clinton- 
Gore political operation. . . . The Justice task force’s investigation into 
the ties between China and the 1996 Clinton campaign contributions has 
been a catalog of lapses. 5 

The inability of Attorney General Janet Reno and her politicized 
Justice Department to investigate the Clinton Administration shows 
that the country needs to polish the independent counsel mechanism, not 
junk it 6 

[]]n an unforgivable dereliction of duty. Attorney General Janet Reno 
failed to pursue the clear violation of the letter and spirit of the campaign 
laws. 7 

If Ms. Reno decides in the end to appoint an independent counsel, the 
[Government Reform] committee's contempt vote wifi be rendered 
meaningless. If, on the other hand, she reftises, she risks die unthinkable. 
At that point, it would be better for her to resign than to continue to 
Ignore a Congress that finds her unbelievable . 8 

She comes not to expose political corruption, but to bury it 9 


2 The Justice Department Memos, THE NEW YORK TIMES, March 1 1, 2000, at A14. 

J Dan Burton s Question, THE WASHINGTON POST, December 19, 1999, at B6. 

4 Reno s Most Wanted, The Wall Street Journal, September 7, 1999, at A24. 

5 Watching the Watchdog, THE Wall STREET JOURNAL, July 1, 1999, tt A22. 

6 More Bad Advice From Ken Starr, The New York TIMES, April 1 5, 1999, atA30. 

7 A New Year far Campaign Reform, THE New YORK TIMES, December 27, 1998, at §4, p.8. 

* Reno 's Dilemma ; Appoint an Independent Counsel or Resign, THE DALLAS MORNMG News, August 7, 
1998, at 36A. 

’ Law School for Janet Reno, The New York Tries, July 19, 1998, at $4, p. 14. 
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Every decision she has made and comment she has offered has minimized 
the offenses and excused the conduct of the White House and the 
Democratic Party. The person who is supposed to be the nation’s chief 
prosecutor, ever alert for signs of infraction, sounds instead like a 
technicality-hunting defense lawyer . 10 

“Even if it looks like a duck,” a Justice Department source said 
recently, explaining the task force approach, “we can’t make it 
quack.” 1 

These are harsh, yet consistent, assessments of your role in the campaign finance 
investigation. In many respects, they are your legacy. It is important, however, that the 
institution you run not be further injured. Doubtless, at your next news conference you 
will tell us that you ‘call them as you see them’ and that you don't do ‘what ifs.’ But this 
is a serious matter, and it calls for a real investigation, not platitudes. You were in charge 
when the Justice Department’s Civil Division began to help the White House craft its 
efforts to hide these e-mails. You were in charge when your lawyers went to bat for the 
White House instead of against it. The e-mail investigation is, in part, of you, and it 
would be absurd for you to cling to the fiction that you can investigate yourself. 

Thus, I call upon you to appoint a Special Counsel. 


II. The Perception that You Are Predisposed to Provide Unfair 

Advantages to Your Political Colleagues in Matters Involving the 
Campaign Finance Scandal 

Charles La Bella, the former head of your campaign financing task force made the 
following observations to you: 

[The] Task Force has commenced criminal investigations of non-covered persons 
based only on a wisp of information . 12 

If these allegations involved anyone other than [redacted], an appropriate 
investigation would have commenced months ago without hesitation . 13 

The contortions that the Department has gone through to avoid investigating these 
allegations are apparent . 14 

[There is] no acceptable explanation as to why one is the subject of a full criminal 
inquiry and the other is and remains in investigative limbo . 15 


10 Meltdown at Justice, THE New YORK TIMES, December 7, 1997, at §4. p.16. 

11 Susan Schmidt and Roberto Suro, Troubled from the Start; Basic Conflict Impeded Justice Probe of 
Fund-Raising, THE Washington POST, October 3, 1997, at AI. 

12 Charles La Bella, The La Bella Memorandum (unreleased). 

13 Charles La Bella, THE La Bella Memorandum (unreleased). 

14 Charles La Bella, The La Bella Memorandum (unreleased). 
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The Department's treatment of the Common Cause allegations has been marked 
by gamesmanship rather than an evenhanded analysis of the issues. That is to say, 
since a decision to investigate would inevitably lead to a triggering of the ICA 
[Independent Counsel Act], those who are hostile to the triggering of the Act had 
to find a theory upon which we could avoid conducting an investigation. 16 

The Task Force never conducted an inquiry or investigation of the entire 
campaign finance landscape in order to determine if there exists specific 
information from a credible source that a covered person . . . has violated a federal 
criminal law. 17 

These observations go to a central theme: you have presided over an investigation that 
has given an unfair advantage to the President, the Vice President, high government 
officials, and members of the Democrat Party. How else can one explain the following: 

• The Justice Department failed to ask the President a single question about 
foreign money or James Riady’s promise of one million dollars. 

• The Justice Department failed to ask the Vice President a single question 
about the Buddhist temple fund-raiser. Furthermore, one week before the 
1996 election, the Justice Department pulled prosecutors off the Buddhist 
Temple fund-raiser case. 

• The Justice Department failed to investigate, or delayed an investigation of, 
the subject of the above-mentioned quote (“if these allegations involved 
anyone other than [redacted], an appropriate investigation would have 
commenced months ago without hesitation”)- My suspicion, from the context 
of the quote, is'thal the individual referred to is Harold lekes, but the fact that 
you delayed the investigation is perhaps more important than the identity of 
the individual. 

• The Justice Department failed to pursue evidence, ranging from search 
warrants related to Charlie Trie's documents to the White House e-mails that 
are the subject of the current controversy. Recently this Committee 

subpoenaed the actual document requests made to the White House by the 
Justice Department I am concerned that we will soon learn that there are 
many other.areas that the Justice Department neglected to pursue. 

• When the Justice Department failed to recommend a fine for Charlie Trie, the 
judge in the case had to take it upon himself to reject the Department's 
recommendation and stiffen the penalty. 


15 Chariot La Bella, The La BELLA MEMORANDUM (unreleased). 
w Charles La Bella, The La BELLA MEMORANDUM (umcleased). 
17 Charles La Bella, THE La Bella MEMORANDUM (unreleased). 
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These examples do not stand alone. There are many more. 

One other matter cannot be ignored when discussing the predisposition to go easy 
on your political colleagues and the Democrat Party. When Mr. La Bella wrote his 
memorandum recommending the appointment of an Independent Counsel, he pointed out 
that you consistently used an erroneous interpretation of the Independent Counsel statute. 
He said: *‘[t]he reference to specific and credible evidence is just wrong.” 11 He was 
referring to your many pronouncements that appointment of an Independent Counsel 
required specific and credible evidence, as opposed to the language of the statute, which 
actually required specific information from a credible source. La Bella pointed out that 
“the threshold has been raised from consideration of the specificity of the information 
and credibility of the source to a determination that there is specific and credible evidence 
of a federal violation. Evidence suggests something which famishes proofs information 
need not be as directed. While the distinction may appear to be subtle, it is significant" 
Again, your misapplication of the statute is important when we consider Mr. Conrad's 
request to have you take charge of the e-mail investigation. 

In the e-mail investigation, it would be inappropriate to allow lax enforcement or 
manipulation of the law in order to benefit political colleagues and a political party. 

Thus, I call upon you to appoint a Special Counsel. 


III. The Conflict of Interest Within the Justice Department in the E-mail 
Obstruction of Justice Matter 

After all that has happened since you took control of the campaign finance 
investigation, I believe that you are not able to investigate the possibility of White House 
obstruction of justice. In fact, there are serious and legitimate concerns that your own 
lawyers may be part of possible obstruction of justice. 

On Friday, March 24, 2000, 1 received an affidavit from Laura Callahan. She had 
testified at a hearing before my Committee on March 23, 2000, and, in an effort to correct 
her testimony from the previous day, she submitted an affidavit In the affidavit, she 
stated *1 wish to clarify that I did discuss email issues with Department of Justice 
attorneys in connection with currently pending civil litigation.” Her contacts with the 
Justice Department took place in 1998 and resulted in the submission of an affidavit to 
the United States District Court for the District of Columbia in 1 998. 

One of the lawyers who assisted in the preparation of the 1998 affidavit was 
James Gilligan, who recently denigrated the existence and importance of the e-mails in a 
filing in District Court in the civil case Cara Leslie Alexander v. Federal Bureau of 
Investigation, No.96-2123/97-I288 (RCL). 19 Furthermore, Justice Department lawyers 


11 Charles La Bella, The La Bella Memorandum (unreleased). 

19 The Department of Justice stated in • recent filing with the District Court: “As a threshold matter, 
defendant observes that plaintiffs' latest rhetorical outburst concerning e-mail can oidy be described as yet 
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assisted Daniel A. Barry in his submission of an affidavit to the same District Court on 
July 9, 1999. At that time, the problem was widely known within the White House, and 
Mr. Banry was clearly frustrated by his supervisors* failure to move towards a solution to 
the Mail2 e-mail problem. Notwithstanding his knowledge of the problem, Mr. Barry 
failed to refer to the matter in his affidavit. 

Although we do not know what Mr. Gilligan knew regarding the extent of the 
problem, it seems unlikely that he was oblivious to the fact that there was a universe of 
information that had never been reviewed for responsiveness to subpoenas and document 
requests. In his zealous representation of vour client, the White House, he contributed to 
the failure to produce information to your own Campaign Finance Task Force, to my 
Committee, and to various Independent Counsels. Although 1 risk stating the obvious, I 
do not see how you could represent both sides in the same case. It is well-nigh 
impossible to tell your client to produce information when you are counseling the same 
client how to avoid producing the same information. Indeed, Justice Department lawyer 
James Gilligan made representations in open court on March 24, 2000, that the Justice 
Department was "on the horns of a dilemma'* and that the Department was faced with 
either impeding the criminal investigation, or failing to defend vigorously their client, the 
White House. 

From my perspective, I do not see how you can tolerate the representation that the 
e-mails are not consequential, as indeed Jias been made by Mr. Gilligan. I can only 
imagine how you would react if, in a tax fraud case (or a criminal assault case, or a civil 
rights case, ox a voting rights case, or any other type of legitimate federal investigation 
and prosecution), the individual under investigation took the position that production of a 
large quantity of documents freed him from complying with specific requests. This, in 
effect, is the position of the White House in the current controversy. The ‘1 have 
complied with some of your request so please go away" theory of investigation may be 
the standard you have set for your campaign Finance inquiries, but it is not acceptable to 
the Committee of which I am Chairman. 

In the case of the White House electing not to inform this Committee that it was 
not going to undertake a search for documents responsive to subpoenas, an obstruction of 
justice investigation will ultimately have nothing to do with the content of the e-mails. 
The issue is relatively simple: either White House lawyers made a good faith attempt to 
do what they were required to do by law, or they did not. It is my belief that your Justice 
Department cannot be relied upon to get to the bottom of this matter because of the 
conflict within the Justice Department and because of your own demonstrated lack of 
enthusiasm when it comes to investigating the White House, the President, the Vice 
President, and your political party. 


another ‘distraction from the issues in this lawsuit* The technical failure to which plaintiffs allude is a 
long-standing matter of public record that has been confirmed by the White House itself.” Executive Order 
of the President’s Memorandum in Opposition 1o Plaintiffs ’ Requests to Restrict Disclosure of the First and 
Second Supplements to Plaintiffs’ Motion for Evidentiary Hearing, and in Support of Cross Motion for 
Expedited Consideration dated March 6, 2000 (quoting Memorandum and Order dated April 21, 1999). It 
is worth noting, for die record, that tins Committee was not informed by the White House of the “technical 
failure.” 
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For the reasons cited above, 1 request that you appoint a Special Counsel to 
determine whether either or both the White House and the Department of Justice 
conspired to obstruct justice by either failing to search for information responsive to this 
Committee’s subpoenas, or by failing to represent that the White House had not searched 
for information responsive to this Committee's subpoenas. I also request that this 
Special Counsel investigate whether untruthful certifications were made to the 
Committee regarding productions of subpoenaed documents. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: United States District Judge Royce C. Laxnberth 

Louis Freeh, Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Independent Counsel Robert Ray 

Independent Counsel Ralph Lancaster 

Independent Counsel Donald Smaltz 

Independent Counsel David Barrett 

Independent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce 

Independent Counsel Curtis Von Karin 

Senator John Danforth 

Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member, Committee on 
Government Reform 

Members, Committee on Government Reform 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Criminal Referral of Daniel A. Barry 

Dear General Reno: 

1 am writing to refer to you information about possible violations of law that have 
been uncovered in the course of the Committee’s investigation of the White House e-mail 
system. The Committee has learned that Daniel A. Barry, the Deputy-Data Center 
Manager/EJectronic Records Manager in the Executive Office of the President may have 
made false statements under oath in civil litigation relating to the White House’s handling 
of confidential FBI riles. I urge you to give these charges the serious examination they 
deserve. As I will explain below, the only way that this referral can receive serious 
attention is if it is referred to a special counsel. 

At all relevant times during the civil litigation, Alexander v. FBI, Mr. Barry was 
represented by attorneys in the Justice Department’s Civil Division. Justice Department 
lawyers oversaw the preparation of Mr. Barry’s affidavit which now appears to be 
perjurious. Justice Department lawyers filed that affidavit in court. Accordingly, any 
examination of the issues raised by this referral will include an investigation of the role of 
Justice Department attorneys in offering false testimony in the Alexander lawsuit. As I 
have explained in two earlier letters, I do not believe that the Justice Department can 
cany out a credible investigation of the White House e-mail system. Accordingly, I have 
called on you to appoint a special counsel to investigate the allegations against the White 
House. To date, you have ignored my call. However, now that there is evidence that the 
Justice Department itself may have been involved in preparing and presenting false 
testimony relating to the White House e-mail system, 1 cannot see that you have any 
choice but to appoint a special counsel. 
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A. Daniel Barry’s Role in (he E-Mail Matter 

As the Deputy Data Center Manager/Electronic Records Manager in the 
Executive Office of the President, Mr. Barry is responsible for managing the Automated 
Records Management System (“ARMS”), and in fact, was one of the primary designers 
of the ARMS system. As the ARMS manager, Barry receives requests and processes 
search requests from the White House Counsel’s office in response to subpoenas and 
document requests. 

Barry first became aware of an anomaly in the ARMS system in January 1998, 
when he was conducting a search of the ARMS system for e-mails relating to Monica 
Lewinsky. While conducting this search, Barry noticed that the records retrieved by 
ARMS appeared to be missing an intermediate message between Monica Lewinsky and 
an EOP computer user. While ARMS had no record of this e-mail, Barry and a colleague 
were able to find the e-mail with a manual search of the server. Barry informed his 
superiors of this anomaly, but did not necessarily attribute it to a systemic problem with 
ARMS. 


In late May and early June of 1998, Northrop Grumman contract employees at the 
White House discovered that there was a widespread problem with the ARMS system. 
Barry informed the Committee that he was made aware of the problem in July 1998, and 
began work on it soon thereafter. From July 1998 thfough 1999, Barry was involved in 
attempting to repair the ARMS system so that it would contain a complete and accurate 
archive of White House e-mails. 

B. Barry’s False Affidavit in the FUegate Lawsuit 

Barry gave a deposition and filed a number of affidavits in Alexander v. FBI, a 
civil lawsuit regarding unauthorized access to FBI files. Barry offered testimony 
regarding the White House computer system generally, and the White House e-mail 
system specifically. On July 9, 1999, Barry filed an affidavit about the White House e- 
mail system in the Alexander case. (Attachment 1 .) The purpose of Barry’s affidavit was 
to explain how the White House would conduct the plaintiffs' request to search for e-mail 
relating to the case. Barry also explained how much that search would cost, and how 
much time it would take. 

Paragraph 4 of Mr. Barry’s affidavit states: 

Since July 14, 1994, e-mail within the EOP system administered by the 
Office of Administration has been archived in the EOP Automated 
Records Management System (ARMS). With this current system, this e- 
mail is susceptible to being word-searched for a single character string 
(e.g. “FBI” or “FBI files”) or a multiple character string rand” and “or” 
searches) found on any one line of text 
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Through testimony provided in interviews and bearings, documents, and representations 
made to the Committee by White House Counsel, we have learned that Paragraph 4 is 
utterly false- Furthermore, we have learned that Mr. Barry knew his statement was false 
when he made it 

1. Barry’s Statement is False 

As indicated above, in May or June of 1998, Northrop Grumman contract 
employees working for the BOP identified a significant problem with the BOP e-mail 
system. Incoming e-mail to a particular server named “Mail2” was not being collected 
and archived for future searches in ARMS. The Northrop Grumman employees were 
tasked with identifying the scope of the problem, and quickly learned that 246,000 e- 
mails on Mail2as of June 18; 1998, had not been collected and archived in ARMS. This 
number represented approximately one out of every five e-mails on the server as of that 
dale. This information was quickly communicated up the White House chain of 
command. By the following day, June 19, 1998, the President's Deputy Chief of Staff, 
John Podesta, and Counsel to the President, Charles Ruff, had both been briefed on the 
nature and scope of the problem. An initial repair was finished in November 1998, so 
that e-mails from November 1998 forward were captured by ARMS. However, between 
August. 1996 and November 1998, e-mails coming into the Mail2 server from outside the 
White House were not captured by ARMS. This problem has been confirmed in.swom 
testimony by Northrop Grumman and White House employees. 

Mr. Barry's affidavit contains the statement that “{s]ince July 14, 1994, e-mail 
within the EOP system administered by the Office of Administration has been archived in 
the EOP Automated Records Management System (ARMS)." By the accounts of every 
witness that this Committee has interviewed, including Mr. Barry, and the White House 
itself, this statement is false. The Mail2 error prevented a significant number of e-mails 
from being archived in the ARMS system between August 1996 and November 1998. 1 

2. Barry Knew the Statement w*s False 

The Committee has also received extensive evidence that Mr. Barry knew that the 
statement in his affidavit was false when he made it In July 1999, when Mr. Barry filed 
his affidavit, be had known about the e-mail problem for a year. As the manager of the 
ARMS system, Barry was notified that there was a problem with ARMS in July 1998. At 


’Bany may attempt lo claim that his affidavit refers only to e-mail between users in the Executive Office 
of the President. Doe to die technical nature of the Mail2 error, soch e-mail would be captured on the 
ARMS system. However, such a narrow reading of the Barry affidavit it contradicted both by common 
sense, and the facts of the Alexander ease. Barry’s statement clearly refers to e-mails held within the EOP 
e-mail system, not e-mails between EOP users. This reading is supported by the context of the affidavit, in 
which Barry discusses the plaintiffs* request for a search of the e-mails of 30 different EOP staff. The 
plaintiffs’ search request was not limited to e-mails between EOP users. Rather, it requested aO e-mail on 
the relevant subject natter, regardless of the source. Furthermore, if the language in the affidavit was 
chosen intentionally to mislead, it raises significant q u es ti on s about die stale of mind of the a ttorn eys 
involved in the drafting process. 
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the Committee's hearing on March 23, 2000, Barry testified he was informed of the 
problem in July 1998, and that after that point, he attended technical meetings in the 
summer of 1998 and discussed in great detail the nature and scope of the problem. 

There is also extensive documentary evidence that Mr. Barry was aware of the 
ARMS problem beginning in the summer of 1998. Barry drafted many e-mails and 
reports about his work on the Mail2 problem, indicating that he was aware that there were 
a number of e-mails that were not archived in the ARMS system: 

• On July 24, 1998, he wrote, “I continue to be involved in discussions regarding 
the Mail2 problem, but there has been no movement thus far on correcting the 
problems or getting the data over to ARMS." (Attachment 2.) 

• On August 13, 1998, he wrote, “1 am very concerned about several aspects of this 
problem. As far as I can tell, there is no movement underway to fix the problem 
and recover the lost records from the backup tapes. When I talk to Sandy Golas 
and John Spriggs or Bob Haas, they tell me that there is no movement on this 
project from their side and the last activity was the meeting that we bad with 
Betty before she left on 7/28.” In the same e-mail he wrote, M I feel the records 
must be recreated, and any searches need to be re-performed if the requestors feel 
it is necessary. This seems like a daunting proposition, but I do not see any other 
alternative. (Attachments.) 

Therefore, when Mr. Barry submitted his affidavit in the Alexander case on July 
9, 1999, he had been aware of the Mail2 problem for a year. He had been working on the 
problem, and had specific and detailed knowledge of the fact that there was a large 
number of e-mails that were not being archived within ARMS. Therefore, when Barry 
stated in his affidavit that “[sjince July 14, 1994, e-mail within the EOP system 
administered by the Office of Administration has been archived in the EOP Automated 
Records Management System (ARMS),** he was aware that the statement was false and 
misleading. 

C. Role of the Justice Department and the White House Counsel's Office 

Mr. Barry was represented by the Justice Department and White House Counsel’s 
office during the course of the Alexander case. It is my understanding that lawyers from 
the Justice Department and the White House Counsel’s Office drafted Mr. Barry's 
affidavit At the time, the Justice Department and the White House Counsel were 
apparently aware of the White House e-mail problems. Yet, they prepared an affidavit 
that was false, allowed Barry to sign that affidavit, and then filed it in federal court The 
conduct of the lawyers from the Justice Department and White House raises a real 
question as to whether those individuals were involved in a criminal conspiracy to 
obstruct justice and commit perjury. Any perjury investigation of Mr. Barry should 
therefore include a thorough examination of possible perjury and obstruction of justice 
charges against the Justice Department and White House lawyers involved in preparing 
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Mr. Barry’s affidavit Clearly, the Justice Department has a conflict of interest if it 
attempts to investigate these charges. Therefore, I will repeat my cal) for yon to appoint a 
special counsel to investigate these charges against Mr. Barry, as well as the entire e-mail 
problem. 

Conclusion 

You have received repeated criticism for your handling of the campaign finance 
investigation. For more than three years, yon have insisted that you can cany oat a 
thorough and competent investigation of your direct superior and your own political 
party. However, the facts have shown otherwise, as die campaign fundraising 
investigation is widely regarded as a massive failure. The allegations of obstruction of 
justice reJatinglo the White House e-mail problem present yet another clear case for the 
appointment of a special counsel 

In this case, your obligation to appoint a special counsel is obvious. As I pointed 
out earlier this week. Justice Department lawyers representing the White House have 
been attempting to prevent the discovery ofthese e-mails for almost two years. Now, 
these allegations against Mr. Barry raise the possibility that lawyers from die Justice 
Department and White House Counsel’s Office conspired to present false testimony to a 
federal conn The Justice Department cannot investigate these allegations against itself. 
To attempt to do so would cripple the investigation, and continue to erode the little 
remaining trust that the Congress and the public have in you and the Department of 
Justice. 



fhairipm 


cc: The Honorable RoyceC. Larobeith, United States District Judge 

independent Counsel Robert Ray 
Independent Counsel Ralph Lancaster 
Independe nt Counsel Donald Smahz 
Independent Counsel David Barnett 
Independent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce 
Independent Counsel Gntis Von Kaon 
SeaatorJotaDanfbrtb 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 


) 

CARA LESLIE ALEXANDER, tfiL ) 

> 

Plemriffs, , ) 

) 

■*. ) 

) Civil Actios Nos. 

) 96-2123/97-1218 (RCL) 

) 

FEDERAL BUREAU OF ) 

INVESTIGATION, st iL ) CONSOLIDATED ACTIONS 

) 

Dstafeo. ) 



I, Daniel A. Barry, for my declaration pirauenl Co 28 U.S.C. f 1746, depose and states* 
follows: 

L My name is Daniel A.Baoy. I an employed «i » C ompu t er Sp e d aHa tby the 
Exesotfve Office of foe Resident ("EOFTt Office of AdnfadsMleti, bfrnnatta Symons St 
Todmotogy DMsica (TSaT*}. I have held this position rincc Jots 1992. Myaatme 
is ibjIhiW Artwife sMssp n * j ifl ^ 1 auiBOFi 

Management System (ARMS). Piev io nrfy, my i r s praniMrtfc i inrhuird m aurteao i rn «nd 
impkmanMtiofi of EOF* baser electronic mall (VtadT) system, ALUM-]. 

2. I prevjotaiy p rovi de d d oclo-artri oi in this lidgatioo dated March 4, 1991, and Match 
30, 1998. and testified at a deposition oc June 11. 1991. 

3. 1 have peoonal knowledge of foe meflaa attested So heRfo. 

4. SinwWy 14, 199*, e-msil within tbe EOF system adaumsteaod by foe Office of 


ATTACBMEn 1 
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Administration has been archived in the £QP Automated Records Management System (ARMS). 
With this current system, this e-mail is susceptible to being word-searched for a single chancier 
string (c.g^ "FBI" or "FBI fOcs”) or a multiple character string fancT and *«* searches) found 
an any one line of text 

5. Thera is an ongoing restaxarioa and rcconstnsctioa proccss for backed-up, pro-July 
14, 1994 e-mail. That process, which I described in my March 4, 1991 declaration. Is nearly 
complete. Backed-up e-mail for all months between November 1992 and July 1994 has now 
been restored and reconstructed^ with the exception of backed-up e-mail for the months nf 
February 1993, *nd March 1993. Restora ti on and ic coio t n icticn ofbaeked-up c-ma3 far the 
months of February 1993 and Much 1993 is expected to be complete by mid-August 1999. Asa 
result of the restoration process, pre-July 14, 1994 e-mail can be searched in same manner as 
de s c ri b ed in paragraph 4, above; 

6. I have reviewed the request of plaintiffs for a search of e-mail (attached). That 
request lifts 30 individuals whose e-mail should be searched, as' wl as "all past and present 
members csf Mrs. CHnf&n's staft and all those who worked at foe OPS daring foe Ctinfcai 
Administration.* It father requests that all such e-mail be searched for 3tf fined words and 

7. As explained below, I bays estimated the time and cost involvadinaixoinpSrizx^ 
the search pr op o s ed by p fo l n ti flfc ofe-inaBihit Is now searchable em^fnaferan fa gectig 
between Jammy 1993 and June 1999 as 5637,1*0, 702 hours of peraomsed time, and 1092 
compear p rocessing ("oeatrad processing unit? or "CPU") hem. 

&> In arriving at this estimate; I have made certain assumptions: (!) that only iecoxdi of 

2 
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the White House Office will be searched; (2) that I would be provided a Est of 'ill pajt and 
present members of Mb. GKolm's staff, and all those who worked « the OPS during the Clinton 
Administration," and that Op list of such nones would be no mow thro 10 individuals; and (3) 
that plaintiffs' list of individuals means a search of *H e-mail sent to or from each tndmduals 
(including "cc:" tad "boct’T- 

9. In order to conduct the search requeued by planUifls, • computer specialist would 

spend approxixmiKly lbur bouts setting the search request For the pur pos es of cradueong e- 

mail searches, ov office typically estimates that an hoar of a specialist 1 * time coots 540. 
Accordingly. the cost of the faddal act-up wold be approxim a te ly 3160. 

10. After the initial act-up, the search would involve aevcnl steps. The estimated cost 
and time for searching the e-mail from a single month ax* described below. The actual costs «fll 
vary depending on the volume of e-mail retrieved, as wefl as the vofamt of c-mml in a given 
mooflL - 

00 A tfoa ^tt ig gpocfiHfi would search tb»a*naafbt lb* 36 aamte and phases Hatad by. 
pbdndflk A search lbr die 36 wuds and phzam proposed by jritinlifi’ would tdm 
ap frowatefylbir^CKJhon Ft* the puxpeae of comforting 
typically estimates dot goe CPU hour costs 3600. Acaxdfagfyr, the estimated cost of sodb 
computer usage ibrswayrhlnfllfac words and ptuaaroieqoestedwoidd ha approodnately S2400. 

(b) A computer specialist vmld than set^ the ircapbaro of the search by individual. 

This set-up for die next phase amid taka ^jjmncmateiy cue (1) boor of a specialist's time* and 
cost 340. This is xzr addition to the isitiil set-up tone described in paragraph 9. 

(e) A compoterspcciala* would then serceb the c-nafl recovered fham the first step (of 
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the 36 words and phrases), for aH e-mail lo and from The approximately forty individuals 
identified. This step would takcqjp ro xii M tely 10 CPU bourn and cost app r oxmwteb' $6000. 

(d) Lastly, the results would bo primed. Since the proposed search includes such common 
terms as 'update" and “Clinton/ 1 would anticipate that a significant amount of e-mail would be 
recovered and painted. Although^* actual cost will vary depending onibe volume of e-mail 
retrieved and the vohane of e-mail in a given month, I estimate thstit would taJoe^ppmiii»tely 
eight (8) boms and S320 to print die results, yielding approximately 44,000 pages or 8 boxes. 

1L In addition, 1 estimate the nrisceflanoous costs of doing such a search ~ e.fc, the 
paper, ink, dc. — as approxim ately 150. 

1Z Aside from the battel fixed set-up coses. The above estimates of 58110 and nice (9) 
horns and 14 CPU henna are for searching lha e-aall of a single month. That estimate would 
seed to be multiplied by 78 if iD e-mail for the months of January 1993 through June 1999 were 
searched. Accordingly, the estimated total cost if all e-mail for January 1993 through June 1999 
warn enwrhrd for the terms ami individuals proposed by plainti& would be $687,180, 702 hours 
of personnel time; and 1092 CPU boa. 

13. The two types of tape drives used to read the IBM 3480 cartridge tapes axe(l) 

Digital Equipment Ccapi (Compaq) TA9QE, and (2) Digital Equ i p men t Corp. (Compaq) TKZ61. 

I declare under penalty of pegury that die foregoing is true and comet 

Executed oa f o f 1999. 



4 
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DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

07/24/9* 12:18:31 PM 



Record Type: Record 

To: JMwB.WllgMWaBMfil 

cc 

Subject Wbeidy for 7/24/98 
E<maH reconstruction activity 

• I attended the regular reconstrucflon status mooting this week. 

• I was Wormed this week that a problem had been uncovered in foe process the reconstructs the 
pager data. The problem caused valid pager messages to appear es duplicates and therefore not get 
processed. The problem has now been fixed for the current and (tore process* cycles but wShava 
tobefixed for process cycles 1-9 (The previously delivered cycles). This problem wi be corrected 
when the delivered tapes are cutfo resolve the other two proWems uncovered after production began 
(Truncation and incorrect fite structure on anomaly records) 

• I have received 8 goods and services request covering the purchase cf new disks. I wfil review Ns 
next week and decide how to proceed. These disks wtfl be needed prior to comnnencing the Daly 
tapes and foey wR alow more efficient processing tf we purchase item sooner. 

ARMS activity. 

• I coordinated foe completion of 2 searches this week. One was eFOIA for CEQ records and the 
ether wet for WHO records. 

e I spent a lot of lime this week (10 hours) nursing both the tape processing for ARMS as well as tie 

regulars records processing through foe* respective stages. The communJcetfone between ffte 
NOTES data end the ARMS system Med last week end the backup caused severe delays in 
proce ssi ng that spiled over Info this w eek . There also s eems to have been an I ncre as e In traffic 

which further exarcebeted the situation. IwS continue to monhor the process so that it does not foi 
«- — «- 

oerano agan. 

• I have been contacted by WHO counsel (Kart Radrre end OMriNionalds)ragarcfing two separate 
Search requests. I have only receivedl of them thus far end I wl try to get It running over the 
wwwnot 


FAMCO Contract 

• t ettended a m ee tin g wflh the NG project manager and the COTR In pre pa rafion for my role next weak 
as acting COTR 

Additional activities 

• I continue lo be involved in discussions regarding the MAIL2 problem but there has been no 
movement thus for on correcting the problem or getting the data over to ARMS. The plan for fixing 

mm pVQKMnl mm WPWI SUUIVMIBKL 

Planned Activities for next week: 


0929 
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• t will be acting COTR for the NG contract next week. 

• J ptan orvgettingthe 2 search requests under way. 



James 8. Wright 
08/13/98 0737:13 AM 


Record Type: Record 

To: • Daniel A. 

cc KstNeen K. OelanHpiB 

ban Records Management 

Subject Re; Concerns 5) 

Tony there es been some movement to get Ihis back on the movement track. Kathy informed me 
yesterday that Paulette briefed Jim Welsh of NG fiat he can now proceed with developing a plan to get 
Ms effort going. 

Certainly the Date Center end the Records Teem has been left out of this matter and the result could be a 
great deal of work put upon ua later. 

I would suggest that we setup a meeting with Jim Welsh and see ft we csn find out Hs anticipated tana 
schedule and general direcflon. 

H you do not know him we should go over and introduce you to him today. 

Jwff see If he is in today and set s o meth i ng up. 

h there anything else I should do in fce short term? 

Jim 

PANEL A. 


DANIEL A. 
BARRY 

mw* mam am 



RsoofdType: Record 

To; JamM&Wri0}4MM^ 

CC 

Subje ct Concerns 
Jinu 

TOs is a blowup to our dtecusslone on Tuesday regarding Ihrmatt probtenf or projectX 

I am concerned about several aspects of this problem. Aster as I can lei, there is no m ove ment under 
way to fa the problem end recovar to lost records from flie backup tepee. When I taiclo Sandy. John or 
Boblhey tel me th8t there tend movement on Ihte project from their side and the lest activity was tie 
meeting we had wth Baty before aha tell (7/28}. 
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Sandy has submitted a Goods and Services to Paulette to purchase 6 disks to hold the data on toe VAX 
side. 

The only people t have had contact with on this project are You f Cathy,Betty t Sandy,Bob and John. I have 
not spoken with any other Govt person on this and I am not at all dear what my role should be. I feet that 
toe records must be recreated and any searches need to be vepeiformed if toe requestors feel It is 
necessary... This seems like a daunting proposition but i do not see any other alternative. 

Additionally, I feel that 1 can not walk away from this problem because any work that wif be done to 
recover the records win directly impact ARMS and searching... atso. as each day goes by, there is a risk 
that one of toe affected accounts could be moved to another server (Dan Gunia continues to do his job 
while not knowing toe impact) This would cause records to food into ARMS but have corrupt data in them. 

I appologize for the rambling nature of this memo but I hope ft captures my concerns and frustration level. 

Any help is appreciated. 

later... Tony 


E 1001 




ONE HUNORSD SXTH CONGRESS 

Congrejft of the ftmteb States 


of fteprtfentatibaf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
21 57 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 


April 3,2000 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Jte: fteqpwtfOTfotervjgwi 

Dear General Ream 

As you know, tbe Committee on Government Reform has been investigating the 
failure of the White House to produce e-mails responsive to its subpoenas. In connection 
with this investigation, the Committee has been examining the role of Justice Department 
attorneys in protecting these e-mails from disclosure. Accordingly, I am requesting that 
the Justice Department provide the following Department personnel to tbe Committee for 
interviews: Janies Gilligan; Elizabeth Shapiro; Julia Fayngdd Covey; Allison Giles; and 
Arm Weisman. 


Please have your staff contact tbe Committee's Chief Counsel, James C Wilson, 
to arrange times and dates fortbe requested interviews. 



C hai rman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 


•sins? 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Federal Buxean of Investigation 


WnUagaos, D. C 20535 
April 5 # 2000 


Andre Hollis, Esq. 

Senior Counsel 

Committee on Goverment Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Hollis: 

I am writing to document our recent discussion 
regarding document production pursuant to the Committee 1 s 
subpoena dated September 1, 1999, and. letter from the Committee's 
Senior Counsel, Marc Chretien, dated October 8, 1999. 

In an effort to .further identify documents of priority 
interest to the Committee, you have recently reviewed materials 
at FBI Headquarters. Following your review, you met with FBI 
Assistant General Counsel, Roberto Iraola; Civil Discovery Review 
Unit Chief, Paul Cignoli; and myself. At that meeting we agreed 
to the following terms for the continued production of Waco- 
related materials: 

1. Documents identified as duplicates of material 
previously provided to the Committee need not be produced at this 
time. However, any duplicate document containing non- 
administrative handwritten notations or markings will be provided 
to the Committee. All duplicate copies not produced to the 
Committee will be maintained by the FBI in the event the 
Committee seeks to review them at a later date. 

2. A collection of videotapes, as identified by you, 
need not be copied and produced to the Committee at this time, 
provided that an inventory of those tapes is produced. 
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Andre Hollis, Esq. 


3. The FBI will follow the Department of Justice's 
lead with respect to the production of documents which are 
identified as privileged in the pending litigation. This means 
that core work product material (i.e., documents which reflect 
the mental impressions of trial attorneys or their trial 
strategy) will not be available for staff review. The FBI, 
however, will allow Committee staff access to non-core privileged 
documents on a confidential basis in order to facilitate the 
Committee 1 s invest igat ion . 

I believe that this accurately reflects the agreement 
that we reached. If, however, you feel that revisions are 
necessary, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

On behalf of the FBI, I would like to thank you and the 
Committee for your continued cooperation in reaching mutual 
accommodation on document production and other issues. 



Eleni P. Kalisch 
Special Counsel 
Office of Public and 
Congressional Affairs 


- 2 - 
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UJ&. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney Genoa] Washington, D.C 20530 

April 7, 2000 


Mr. James Wilson 
Chief Investigative Counsel 
Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Rqjnesentatives 
Washington, D.C 20515-6215 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

Enclosed you will find a list of those persons for whom there are witness interview 
summaries in connection with Item 2 of the March 22, 2000, subpoena of foe House Committee 
on Government Reform to this Department. 

As you and John Tanner have discussed, the names on foe list are to remain confidential. 
Rather than seek all of foe interview summaries, you graciously have agreed to review foe list 
and identify specific persons whose interview summaries you wish to review. The prosecutors 
and foe FBI then will review the requested interview summaries for information the release of 
which would violate Rule 6(e), Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure; relate to an open criminal 
investigation; or compromise some other legal interest 

We very much appreciate your cooperation in narrowing the focus of foe subpoena in this 
regard. We also appreciate your understanding as to the time necessary to locate documents 
responsive to foe subpoena, and your agreement, subject to later discussion, to review the La 
Bella and related memoranda under foe conditions of confidentiality and no note-taking which 
this Department long has regarded as essential to foe protection ofour strong interest in free and 
frank internal deliberation over criminal prosecutorial decisions. I look forward to continuing to 
work with you in a spirit of cooperation. 


Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosure 
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U& Department of Justice 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Wa N ngton, €lC 20535 

5/10/2000 

RE: WACO FLIP. REPORT 


Director Freeh asked that I deliver this report to your 
office. Enclosed is the "Executive Summary" and "Conclusion" from 
a 65 page report by Vector Data Systems that concludes none of 
the flashes on the Waco FLZR tape are gunfire. 

As background. Vector Data Systems is an independent 
British Company retained by the court to conduct the Waco 
reenactment at Fort Hood and then do comparisons to the original 
Waco FLIR tapes taken on 4/19/93. 

As a Word of caution, this independent analysis by Vector 
Data is technically not dispositive of the gunfire issue because 
neither Senator Danforth nor the court has reached their own 
conclusions . It is without question, however, ' independent 
confirmation of the longstanding position of the FBI that no 
Agent fired their weapons on April 19th except to launch CS 
ferret gas rounds. 

In addition, the report supports the governments' 
longstanding position that the Davidians not the government 
started the fires on the 19th. 

Any aspect of the enclosed and the full report when received 
can be used for any public purpose. 



A. Robert Walsh 

FBI - Legislative Counsel 
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ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tyt Glmteb &tate£ 

$otu(c of JUpreSfHtatibt* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bwldinq 
Waswnoton, DC 20515-6143 

ggJBMgt 


April 11, 2000 



The Honorable Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General for Legislative Affairs 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Subpoenaed Interview Summaries 

Dear Mr. Raben: 


I have received your letter of April 7, 2000, enclosing a list of all of the interview 
summaries responsive to item two of the Committee’s subpoena of March 22, 2000. As 
you know, we have reviewed ibe list, and have narrowed our request to help the Justice 
Department provide a prompt response to the subpoena. Please provide the following 
interview summaries pursuant to the the Co mm ittee’s subpoena: 

1. AficeL. Walton; 

2. Ann Frank Lewis; 

3. Ann Rittehneyer Braziel; 

4. Aim Walley Hawley; 

5. Bernard L. Schwartz; 

6. Betty W. Cunie; 

7. Bradley Marshall; 

8. Brian Bailey; 

9. Bruce Lindsey; 

10. Charles Bunco; 

11. Cheryl Denise Mills; 

12. Cheryl Hall; 

13. David Henry Carroll, Jr.; 

14. David M. Strauss; 

15. David Stephen Goodin; 

16. David Strauss; 

17. Delores Barr Weaver, 

18. Donald Aaron Baer, 

19. Donald L Fowler, 

20. Doris M. Meissner, 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C. 20530 


April 12, 2000 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letters of March 8, March 21, March 27, and Match 30, 2000, to 
Attorney General Reno on the White House email retrieval matters. 

On March 23, in connection with a court filing, the Department disclosed that it was 
conducting a criminal investigation into whether the Executive Office of the President fully 
complied with subpoenas issued by the Campaign Finance Task Force (the Task Force), and 
whether persons were threatened with retaliation in order to prevent die existence of the affected 
emails from becoming known to the Task Force. In addition to this investigation, the Office of 
Independent Counsel, now headed by Robert Ray, is investigating the email retrieval issues, in 
coordination with the Task Force. At this stage, we are not in a position to comment about any 
particular actions that may be undertaken in the course of this investigation. The questions raised 
in your March 21 letter, regarding who at die Department may have known what and when about 
the various email retrieval issues, will be a part of this ongoing criminal investigation. 

The Department will follow foe foots and foe law wherever they may lead, and take 
whatever actions are appropriate based upon the result of this investigation. Also, your letter of 
March 30, which raises several questions regarding a 1999 declaration filed in foe Alexander 
case by Daniel A. Barry, has been forwarded to foe Task Force for its review and consideration in 
connection with its investigation. 

Next, let me address the assertion, contained in several of your recent letters, that the 
Department operates under a conflict of interest where the Task Force conducts a criminal 
investigation into the email issues while foe Civil Division continues to rep r ese n t foe FBI and foe 
Executive Office of the President in the Alexander litigation. The Department often represents 
foe interests of a governmental entity in civil litigation where an issue presented in that civil case 
touches upon a pending criminal investigation. If an aspect of an ongoing civil case threatens to 
duplicate or interfere with the conduct of an ongoing criminal investigation, the Department 
often seeks to stay that part of the civil case that might duplicate or interfere with foe progress of 



the criminal investigation. That is precisely the relief the Department sought in the Alexander 
case, in which the Department asserted that the lawyers in the Civil Division, who had been 
looking into the email issue, should not proceed with that investigation because it could duplicate 
or compromise the investigation by die Task Force and the Office of Independent Counsel. 

Finally, your letters of March 27 and March 30 raise the question of whether a Special 
Counsel should be appointed to investigate the email issues and/or the Barry declaration. As 
noted above, the Office of Independent Counsel already is investigating the email issues in 
coordination with the Task Force. 

The Department is carefully reviewing whether a second outside counsel should be 
appointed toonvestigate this matter. We will let you know the conclusion of that review 
promptly. 

Please do not hesitate to contact this me if you would like additional assistance regarding 
this or any other matter. 



Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of die Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C 20530 

April 12, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letter of April 3, 2000, to die Attorney General, in which the 
Committee seeks interviews with five Department of Justice attorneys, all of whom currently 
work on the Alexander case. Regrettably, we cannot agree to provide the attorneys identified in 
your letter for Committee interviews. 

First, as we understand it, the Committee seeks to question these lawyers about their 

tactical and strategic deliberations, their mental impressions and privileged communications with 
their clients in an ongoing matter, the Alexander case now pending before Judge Lamberth. It 
would materially undermine the Department’s ability to represent the United States and client 
agencies if Department lawyers were subjected to questioning on sensitive and privileged matters 
regarding a pending case. 

Second, the Committee’s proposed inquiry relates directly to an ongoing criminal 
investigation of the White House email matter, currently underway by the Department of Justice 
and foe Office of Independent Counsel, working in coordination. In the Alexander case, as you 
know, we recently asked Judge Lamberth to defer an investigation of foe White House email 
issue because of foe pendency and primacy of the ongoing criminal investigation into that issue. 
The same principles that justified the Department’s stay request in Alexander also apply to foe 
Committee’s request, particularly since foe Department attorneys you seek to interview likely 
will be interviewed by foe prosecutors. 

Third, the Committee’ s request also runs counter to the longstanding Department policy 
that line attorneys and agents not be required to answer questions from Congress about the 
conduct of Department litigation and investigations. We need to ensure that our line attorneys 
and agents can exercise the independent judgment that is essential not only to the integrity of law 
enforcement and effective litigation but also to public confidence in those decisions. These 
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conceals are lightened when Congress seeks to question Department attorneys or agents about 
the actions they took and the litigation decisions they made in an ongoing case. As we 
understand it, that is precisely what the Committee seeks to do with the attorneys identified in 
your letter. 

For these reasons, we cannot make these Department lawyers available to the Committee 
for interviews. We would appreciate your understanding of our concerns and we are prepared to 
discuss diem further with yon if that would be helpful. 


Sincerely, 



Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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April 12, 2000 


John Tanner, Esq. 

Office of Legislative Affairs 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Subpoenaed Interview Summaries 

Dear Mr. Tanner: 

In response to your request of earlier today, I am providing to you a list of Justice 
Department interview summaries responsive to item two of the Committee's subpoena of 
Mach 22, 2000. The list indicates which interviews are a high priority for the 
Committee, and should give you guidance as you produce interview summaries to the 
Committee on a rolling basis. 

Hiahest Priority 

1. Bradley Marshall; 

2. Bruce Lindsey; 

3. Cheryl Hall; 

4. Cheryl Denise Mills; 

5. David M. Strauss; 

6. David Strauss; 

7. Donald L. Fowler; 

8. Heather Marabeti; 

9. Heather Marabeti; 

10. Jacob Aryeh SwiUer; 

1 1. Jacqueline Amy Dycke; 

12. John Michael Quinn; 

13. Joseph E. Sandler; 

14. Karen Lynn Hancox; 

15. Kimberly Helen Tilley; 

16. Laura Hartigan; 

17. Leon Panetta; 

18. Lorraine A. Voles; 
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The Honorable Robert Raben 
Page 2 


19. Mack McLarty; 

20. Marvin Sanders Rosen; 

21. Michelle Peterson; 

22. Neil Paul Reiff; 

23. Peter Knight; 

24. Peter Sage Knight; 

25. Richard Lyles Sullivan; 

26. Richard S. Moms; 

27. Ronald Alien Klain; and 

28. Terence R. McAuliffe. 

High Priority 

1. Ann Frank Lewis; 

2. Ann Rittelmeyer Braziel; 

3. Charles Burson; 

4. Douglas B. Sosnik; 

5. Ellen Laughlin Ochs; 

6. Erica Payne; 

7. Erskine B. Bowles; 

8. Erskine Bowles; 

9. Evelyn Siriionowjtz Lieberman; 

10. Marla E. Romash; 

11. Mickey Kantor; 

12. Nancy Virginia Hemreich; 

13. Nathan Landow; 

14. Paul C. Palmer, 

15. Paul Palmer; 

16. Roy M. Neel; 

17. Scott Pastrick; 

18. Scott Pastrick; 

19. Skila Sue Harris; and 

20. Steven J. Ricchetti. 

Regular Priority 

1. Alice L. Walton; 

2. Ann Walley Hawley; 

3. Bernard L. Schwartz; 

4. Betty W. Currie; 

5. Brian Bailey; 

6. David Henry Carroll, Jr.; 

7. David Stephen Goodin; 

8. Delores Barr Weaver, 

9. Donald Aaron Baer; 
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10. Doris M. Meissner, 

1 1. Douglas Edward Schoen; 

12. Earl Silbert; 

1 3. Eric Reed Anderson; 

14. Farhad Azima; 

15. Franklin L. Haney; 

16. Gary Walters; 

17. Jeffrey Hirschberg; 

18. Joel Woody Velasco; 

19. Mark Jeffrey Penn; 

20. Rashid Ahmad Chaudary; 

21. Robert D. Squier, 

22. Stephanie Susan Streett; 

23. Steven J. Green; and 

24. Truman Arnold. 


I hope that this prioritized list will assist you in producing these subpoenaed 
records in a prompt fashion. Please contact me if you have any further questions about 
this matter. 


Sincerely, 

C. 



James C. Wilson 
Chief Counsel 


cc: 


Ken B alien, Esq., Minority Chief Investigative Counsel 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: FBI Interview Summary of Representative Gerald Solomon 

Dear General Reno: 

I am writing regarding the release by the Justice Department of information from 
the FBI interview summary of Representative Gerald Solomon. As you may recall, when 
John Huang testified at the Committee's hearing in December 1999, he gave an opening 
statement that referred extensively to Rep. Solomon's FBI interview. During that 
hearing, at the request of Representative Wax man, I made an oral request for the 
interview summary. The summary was provided to the Committee in less than twenty- 
four hours, and was discussed at the hearing. The Justice Department's handling of this 
matter has raised serious questions about the Department's increasing politicization, as 
well of the judgment of the attorneys on your Campaign Financing Task Force. 

In his opening statement at the Committee hearing on December 15, 1999, John 
Huang made the following statement: 

People seeking publicity have lied about me repeatedly in the press and 
even before this Committee without consequence. For example, a former 
Member of this body, Mr. Solomon, in attacking the Administration, 
accused me of economic espionage on the basis of what I am advised was 
an anonymous source at a cocktail party, with whom, it turned out, did not 
even mention my name or do anything other than perpetuate a rumor 
against an unidentified Asian-American, a rumor which Mr. Solomon was 
only too eager to embrace and capitalize upon. 

It struck me as strange that Mr. Huang knew what Representative Solomon had 
told the FBI before the Committee had ever received and made public Rep. Solomon's 
statement. Accordingly, I asked Mr. Huang how he had learned what Rep. Solomon had 
told the Department. Mr. Huang testified that he was told about Rep. Solomon's 
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statement by his attorneys. I then asked Ty Cobb, Mr. Huang’s attorney, how he had 
learned what Rep. Solomon had told the FBI. Mr. Cobb stated that attorneys on the 
Campaign Financing Task Force had told him what Rep. Solomon had told the 
Department when he was interviewed. 

I was troubled to learn that'a lawyer on the Campaign Financing Task Force 
would share the details of Rep. Solomon’s statement with John Huang's attorneys. It 
would be understandable for the Justice Department to ask Mr. Huang to confirm or deny 
the accusations made by Rep. Solomon. Similarly, it would be understandable to 
question Mr. Huang about a specific fact or allegation. There is no justification, 
however, for a Justice Department attorney to share the details of a witness’ statement 
with the target of an investigation. This disclosure by the Campaign Financing Task 
Force could have no legitimate investigative purpose, and seemed to be designed only to 
give Mr. Huang a sympathetic anecdote for his opening statement. If my conclusion is 
accurate, it would represent a new low in the politicization of your Justice Department. 
However, I am hopeful that you can clarify any misconceptions that I have by providing 
to the Committee the name of the Justice Department lawyer who provided this 
information to Mr. Huang’s attorney, as well as his justification for doing so. 

There is a second aspect of the Department’s handling of Rep. Solomon’s 
interview summary that is equally troubling. Several days before the Huang hearings 
began, lawyers from the Department and the FBI had a lengthy meeting with Committee 
staff about the Department’s refusal to produce FBI interview summaries to the 
Committee. During the course of that meeting, your staff argued that FBI interview 
summaries were very sensitive, and that the release of those summaries would adversely 
impact Justice Department investigations by harming the reputations of the subjects of 
those interviews, and by chilling individuals from giving interviews to the Department. I 
respect the arguments made by the Department, and I took them at face value. In fact, I 
withdrew a number of requests that I had previously made for FBI interview summaries. 

You can understand my shock then, when 1 first learned that your Campaign 
Financing Task Force had disclosed details of Rep. Solomon’s interview to an individual 
who had been indicted by the Justice Department. Just as troubling, though, was the 
readiness of the Department to release publicly Rep. Solomon’s interview summary. On 
December 15, when asked by Rep. Waxman, I indicated that I would request the 
Solomon interview from the Department. The following day, before I had even made a 
formal request to the Justice Department, a Department staffer appeared at the Committee 
offices with a copy of the Solomon interview in. hand, despite the fact I had not even 
formally requested it. I then made an oral request for the interview, and it was provided 
to the Committee immediately. 

There have been countless episodes when simple document requests to the Justice 
Department have waited for weeks while the documents were Bates-numbered, reviewed 
by multiple layers of bureaucracy, or awaited delivery. Just last week, my staff had 
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extensive discussions with your staff about the large number of responsive documents 
that still have not been provided to the Committee pursuant to its subpoenas. For 
example, on March 22, 2000, 1 subpoenaed a number of FBI interview summaries, yet, 
three weeks later, we have not received even one responsive interview summary. In 
contrast to these consistent delays, the Solomon interview was produced to the 
Committee with remarkable speed. Indeed, it took less than one day - which is the 
fastest document production from the Justice Department of which I am aware. As with 
so many other cases, it appears that the Department’s positions are dictated more by 
political expediency than legal principles or any desire to comply with lawful subpoenas. 
In this case, it appears that you and your staff cast aside any principled objections that 
you had to releasing FBI interview summaries so that you could attempt to tarnish the 
reputation of a widely respected former Member of Congress. 

My observations regarding your treatment of FBI 302 interview summaries are 
also pertinent to your “policies” regarding the testimony of Justice Department line 
attorneys. While I will write more fully on this subject at a later time, I am concerned 
that you appear to have embraced a politically biased standard. On one hand, you permit 
line attorneys to testify when it is politically beneficial, as in the Waco, Rocky Flats, and 
Peter Lee cases. On the other hand, you have prevented them from testifying when their 
knowledge is politically embarrassing; as. in matters pertaining to the campaign finance 
investigation. With this in mind, I request that you re-evaluate your decision to prevent 
the Committee from interviewing Justice Department lawyers involved in the White 
House e-mail matter. 

I have written to you a number of times about the growing politicization of the 
Justice Department. I pointed out several weeks ago that you refused to provide the 
Freeh and La Bella memos to Congress, but have tolerated selective leaks of those 
memos to the press. Your prompt release of the Solomon 302 seems to serve as another 
example of Justice Department politicization. You sought to avoid providing the FBI 
interview summaries for the President, Vice President, and other administration officials 
when their contents were embarrassing for you and your party. You have taken weeks to 
produce other interview summaries when I subpoenaed them. However, when an FBI 
interview summary contained a few morsels of information that served your political 
interests, as well as those of the Clinton Administration, the DNC, and John Huang, you 
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served them up in less than twenty-four hours. This case appears to be another example 
of how you have subverted the Justice Department’s interests to the political interests of 
this Administration, and the Democratic Party. 


^Sincerely, 


Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Wax man, Ranking Minority Member 

Larry Parkinson, Esq., General Counsel, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Craig Iscoe, Esq., Office of the Deputy Attorney Genera] 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Freeh and La Bella Memoranda 

Dear General Reno: 

On March 10, 2000, the Committee on Government Reform issued a subpoena for 
the memoranda drafted by FBI Director Louis Freeh and Task Force Chief Charles La 
Bella to recommend the appointment of an independent counsel to investigate campaign 
fundraising manors. On March 21, 2000, you responded to this subpoena, stating that 
you would not comply with the subpoena, and instead, offered to allow myself and 
Committee staff to review the memoranda. While I still do not accept any of the 
explanations you have offered for refusing to comply with the subpoena, I have accepted 
your offer to review the memoranda. 1 believe that after my staff and I have bad an 
opportunity to review the unredacted documents and their attachments, I will be in a 
better position to evaluate your claims. 

As you are aware, for the past several weeks my staff has been reviewing five 
documents provided in response to the Committee’s subpoena: the Freeh memorandum; 
the La Bella memorandum; a review of the La Bella memorandum drafted by Lee Radek; 
a reply to the Radek document drafted by Mr. La Bella; and a memorandum drafted by 
James Robinson. When my Chief Counsel first reviewed the La Bella memorandum on 
March 31, he noticed that two pages - pages 38 and 68 - were missing from the 
document. He asked one of your staff to locate these pages, and followed up on his 
request on April 4 and April 7, when he returned to review the documents. It took your 
lawyers over two weeks to locate the missing pages. When the pages were presented to 
my staff on April 17, we discovered that page 68 was actually a page from a different 
draft of the La Bella memorandum. My staff pointed out this discrepancy, and your staff 
then located a copy of the page 68 that actually came from the correct version of the La 
Bella memorandum. 
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The difficulty encountered by your staff in locating page 68 of the La Bella 
memorandum could ordinarily be dismissed as a minor inconvenience. However, given 
the fact that the missing page came from the La Bella memorandum, a document of great 
sensitivity, and the subject of significant disagreement within the Justice Department, 
these events take on greater significance. First, it appears that there are multiple versions 
of the La Bella memorandum in existence. If that is the case, the different versions have 
not been provided for review by Committee staff. Second, the delay in locating the 
missing pages may indicate that the La Bella memorandum was never closely reviewed 
by yourself or other Justice Department staff. The copy of the La Bella memorandum 
reviewed by my staff appears to have been made from your personal copy of the 
document Therefore, I have concerns that your original document may have been 
incomplete. I am hoping that you can dispel my concerns by answering the following 
questions: 

• Where did your staff locate each version of page 68? Where did they locate page 
38? 

• When did you receive page 68 from the final draft of the La Bella memorandum? 

• How many different versions of the La Bella memorandum exist? Were you or 
anyone else in the Justice Department ever provided with a version of the La 
Bella memorandum different from the version that my staff has reviewed? 

As you may know, the Committee has asked to review a number of documents 
relating to the Freeh and La Bella memos, including a number of the attachments to those 
memoranda. While none of those documents have yet been made available to the 
Committee, I am hopeful that a review of all of these records will allow the Committee to 
make an informed decision as to bow best to enforce its subpoena. To this extent, I ask 
for your personal efforts to work with your staff to make all of the attachments to the 
memoranda available for the Committee's review. If indeed there is another version of 
die La Bella memorandum in the possession of the Justice Department or the FBI, I am 
hopeful that it also will be made available to the Committee for its review. 


Sincerely, 


Dan Burton 
Chai r ma n 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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April 24, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Interviews of President Clinton and Vice President Gore 

Dear General Reno: 

I am writing to follow up on a verbal request made earlier today by the Chief 
Counsel of the Government Reform Committee, James Wilson, to John Tanner of the 
Office of Legislative Affairs. Mr. Wilson asked Mr. Tanner to provide to the Committee 
the summaries of the interviews of President Clinton and Vice President Gore, which 
were conducted last week by the Campaign Financing Task Force. Please have your staff . 
inform my Chief Counsel by 12:00 noon on Tuesday April 25 whether you intend to 
comply with this request. 


s Sincerely, 


Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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April 24, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in further response to your subpoena duces tecum of March 22, 2000. Let me say 
at the outset that we appreciate the cooperation of Jim Wilson and David Kass of your staff in 
clarifying the scope of the requests, and in providing certain background details that are speeding 
our search for these materials. Specifically, it has been helpful for us to confirm that the request 
is limited to actions and investigations of the Department of Justice during the current 
administration and, with certain specific exceptions identified by your staff, limited to campaign 
financing matters. We also appreciate your understanding that the gathering and review of such 
a large volume of materials requires considerable time, and has extended beyond the deadline set 
forth in the subpoena. 

We continue to work diligently to gather responsive materials. As we have discussed 
with your staff, production of requested materials involves much more than simply gathering the 
documents. Each document must be reviewed to determine whether any information in a 
particular document is covered under Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure, 
whether any other statute prohibits or limits the release of any information in a document, or 
whether release of any information within a document might harm an ongoing investigation. 

This is a time-consuming but essential process, complicated by the range and scope of such 
inquiries from various Committees of Congress, and by the limited resources available to and 
ongoing demands upon the prosecutors and agents of the Campaign Financing Task Force, who 
must be diverted from their law enforcement duties to review requested documents. We have 
requested that the prosecutors and agents expedite their review of the materials you have 
requested, including the interview summaries and the attachments to various memoranda your 
staff has requested. In addition, ive have established a special document review team in order 
further to expedite production of .documents to you and to other Committees. 
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Set forth below are responses to each of the items in your subpoena. We will supplement 
our response as additional documents and information become available. 

ITEM 1: 

All interview summaries for the following individuals: 

a. . Leon Panetta; 

b. Hillary Rodham Clinton; 

c. Richard Sullivan; 

d. David Mercer, and 

e. Francessa Wakem 


RESPONSE: 

We expect to provide the requested documents by the close of business today. There is no 
interview summary for Hillary Rodham Clinton. The remaining documents have been redacted 
as necessary to comply with Rule 6(e), Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure and to protect 
ongoing investigations. Because these are law enforcement investigative documents, and 
because the possibility always exists that a closed investigation may be reopened in light of new 
evidence, it is important that these documents be treated as confidential, and we appreciate your 
staffs assurances in this regard. 

ITEM 2: 

All interview summaries of individuals interviewed as part of the preliminary investigations of 
whether to appoint an Independent Counsel for the President or Vice President. 

RESPONSE: 

We particularly appreciate your staffs clarification that this request applies only to preliminary 
investigations of campaign financing or other specifically identified matters during the current 
administration. We have identified over 350 persons for whom such witness summaries exist, 
and have provided a list of these persons to your staff. They, in turn, have identified a smaller 
group of persons whose interview summaries they would like on a priority basis, and have taken 
the further helpful step of identifying priorities within that list. This has been most helpful to us. 
These documents currently are undergoing the Rule 6(e)-open case screening described above. 

As noted above, we have taken steps to expedite the review of these documents, and will provide 
copies on a rolling basis as you have requested. 

ITEM 3: 

All memoranda regarding decisions not to prosecute the following individuals and matters: 

a. Charles N. Duncan; 

b. James Kalistrom; 

c. Jude Kearney; 

d. Alfred La Manna; 
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e. Mark Middleton; 

f. Charles Parish; 

g. Richard Scruggs; 

h. Vote Now ’96; 

i. Keshi Zhan 

j. Potential obstruclion of justice by the Vice President or his office with regard 
to the delayed production of memos prepared by David Strauss regarding campaign fundraising; 

k. A potential scheme to defraud by the Democratic National Committee by 
diverting soft money to hard money accounts; 

l. Use of events such as coffees, overnight stays and trips on Air Force One and 
Two by the White House to raise campaign funds. 

RESPONSE: 

We have been unable to locate such memoranda with respect to Alfred La Manna and 
Keshi Zhan, and no such documents appear ever to have been prepared. In addition, it is our 
understanding that your need for documents respecting James Kallstrom and Richard Scruggs 
has been satisfied by our response to a separate inquiry. We are continuing our search and 
analysis respecting Charles N. Duncan and Mark Middleton. There are internal memoranda 
reflecting the decision not to prosecute as to six items. 

As you are aware from earlier discussions and correspondence, the Department of Justice 
has a long-standing policy against the release of memoranda that discuss the reasons for 
declining to prosecute a particular individual. This policy reflects the strong institutional interest 
in free and frank discussion by advisors within the Department as part of a sound decision- 
making process and in the privacy interests of individuals who have not, after all, been charged 
with any crime. At the same time, we are well aware of the legitimate need of Congress for 
information necessary to its legislative and oversight responsibilities. 

Accordingly, we respectfully request that you accept our offer of a briefing on each of the 
six matters. Such briefings have been a regular part of the accommodation of the legitimate 
governmental needs of the legislative and executive branches from administration to 
administration and from Congress to Congress. We have provided such briefings to your 
Committee on a number of matters, and have been able thereby to satisfy your need for oversight 
information; indeed, such briefings allow an opportunity for questions and fruitful discussion 
beyond the four corners of memoranda themselves. We are prepared to gather the appropriate 
personnel, including personnel now outside of Washington, to make such briefings as productive 
as possible. In any event, we feel confident that such briefings will significantly narrow the 
range of issues which may remain to be resolved. We understand, of course, that acceptance of 
such briefings will not prejudice your right to request further information. 

ITEM 4: 

All document requests and subpoenas issued by the Department of Justice Campaign Financing 
Task Force to the following entities: 

a.. Executive Office of the President 
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b. The White House 

c. Democratic National Committee 

d. . Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee 

e. Democratic Senatorial Campaign Committee 

f. Republican National Committee 

g. Republican Congressional Campaign Committee 

h. Republican Senatorial Campaign Committee 


RESPONSE: 

Attached you will find document requests responsive to your subpoena. We are unable, 
however, to provide copies of subpoenas or correspondence directly related to subpoenas. 
Disclosure of information as to any subpoena is prohibited by Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of 
Criminal Procedure. By its terms. Rule 6(e) prohibits “an attorney for the government” from any 
disclosure of “matters occurring before the grand jury.” Any such disclosure is punishable as a 
contempt of court. All grand jury subpoenas are such “matters occurring before the grand jury,” 
and, indeed, each such subpoena is specifically approved by the grand jury. Accordingly, we are 
prohibited from complying with your request for information as to subpoenas and 
correspondence respecting such subpoenas. 

ITEM 5: 

All records regarding the decision to limit the subject matter of the Campaign Financing Task 
Force’s interviews of the President and Vice President. 

RESPONSE: 

While there was the normal consideration of how to make the interviews as effective as possible, 
as we have advised your staff, no limits were imposed on the subject matter of the Campaign 
Financing Task Force’s interviews of the President and Vice President. Accordingly, there do 
not appear to be any records responsive to this item as we understand your request. 

There was correspondence with counsel concerning the interviews and areas to be covered, and 
copies of such correspondence concerning closed investigations are enclosed. We decline to 
provide any documents that touch on ongoing investigations, including documents concerning 
the interviews last week of the President and Vice President It long has been the settled position 
of this Department that apart from our concern about the potential to politicize federal law 
enforcement, the disclosure of materials related to ongoing criminal investigations would 
compromise our law enforcement efforts and seriously undermine any prosecution. 

ITEM 6: 

All records relating to any plan or effort by the Campaign Financing Task Force or the FBI to 
arrest Genera] Ji Shengde. 
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RESPONSE: 

As we have advised your staff, we have not located any responsive records and, to the best of 
our knowledge, none exist. 

ITEM 7: 

All records from the Office of the Attorney General, Deputy Attorney General, or Associate 
Attorney General, relating to Rebekah Poston, Soka Gakkai, or Nobuo Abe (a.k.a. Nikken Abe, 
a.k.a. Shinno Abe). 

RESPONSE: 

We particularly appreciate your staffs clarification of the subject matter to which this 
item is related so as to allow us to focus our search for responsive documents. We have been 
informed, however, that a fire has occurred in the facility in which archived files of relevant 
former employees are stored, so that our efforts to locate responsive documents has been 
delayed. In order to provide you with information in a timely manner, we have made an effort to 
reconstruct the records of the offices identified in the subpoena from other records and those 
documents are enclosed. We will provide any additional responsive documents from the 
archives as soon as they are available. 

Again, we appreciate your cooperation and that of Mr. Wilson and Mr. Kass. We look 
forward to continuing to work dosely with you. 

Sincerely, 


Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


United States Department of Justice 
Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 
Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record’s Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chief Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 

Definitions and Instructions 

(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the weed "record" or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record” or "records* shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer" or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
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and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to which 
you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have put in 
storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present. 

(4) The conjunctions “or" and "and*' are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any-record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

Subpoenaed Items 

Produce to the Committee all records relating to the interviews of President Clinton and 
Vice President Gore conducted in April 2000 by the Campaign Financing Task Force. 


2 



LLS. Department of Justice 


Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of Sk Asriftmi Attorney General Washington. D.C 20530 

April 25, 2000 

Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of April 24, 2000, requesting “summaries of file 
interviews of President Clinton and Vice President Gore, which were conducted last week by the 
Campaign Financing Task Force/* 

The interviews that occurred only last week relate to an open investigation. Disclosure of 
matters involving an open investigation would hurt that investigation and seriously interfere with 
the efforts of career prosecutors and career FBI agents to enforce federal law. We previously 
have provided witness summaries of interviews of President Clinton and Vice President Gore 
relating to dosed investigations. We also have provided to you and are continuing to provide a 
number of documents which, by agreement and in keeping with the needs of law enforcement, 
have been redacted to delete information relating to open investigations, as well as necessary 
deletions for grand jury secrecy and other requirements of federal law. We will continue to 
provide information relating to closed cases on this same basis in the future, but we cannot 
accommodate your request of April 24, 2000 at this time, because it would compromise federal 
law enforcement. 

We appreciate your understanding of our law enforcement interests relating to fins matter. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like additional information or assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 




ONE HUNDRHD SIXTH CONGRESS 


Congress of tfje ©niteb States; 

i^ous^c oC jReprmniatibE* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
21S7 Rayburn House Office Build mg 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 


April 26, 2000 

The Honorable Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General for Legislative Affairs 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C 20530 

Dear Mr. Raben: 

I am writing to invite you to testify at a hearing of the Committee on Government 
Reform on May 3, 2000. The hearing is entitled “White House E-Mails: 

Mismanagement of Subpoenaed Records - Day Three.** Pursuant to Committee practice, 
I will issue a subpoena for your attendance at the hearing. The hearing will take place at 
10:00 am in room 2154 of the Rayburn House Office Building. 

Given the fact that the last time you appeared before the Committee, you were not 
p r epar ed to answer a number of very basic questions about this matter, I am providing 
you with a list of subjects that may come up at the bearing. Please be prepared to discuss 
these subjects with the members of the Committee: 

• The legal basis for, and propriety o£ the joint investigation of the White 

House e-mail matter being conducted by the Office of Independent Counsel 

and tbe Campaign Financing Task Force. 

• When any personnel in the Justice Department first became aware of the fact 
that the White House ARMS system was not properly archiving e-mail 
messages. 

• The identity of Justice Department personnel who assisted Daniel A. Barry in 
preparing bis July 9, 1999, affidavit in Alexander v. FBI. 

• Tbe refusal of the Justice Department to provide Justice Department Civil 
Division attorneys to the Committee for interviews. 

• Why tbe President and Vice President were interviewed by the Campaign 
Financing Task Force after significant prosecutions had already been brought 
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Whether all questions asked of the President and Vice President relate to 
ongoing investigations. 
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• The Justice Department’s justification for refusing to provide copies of the 
Clinton and Gore interview summaries to the Committee, including the status 
and nature of any ongoing investigations relating to those interviews. 

• The basis for the Justice Department's recent assertion that “no limits were 
imposed on the subject matter of the Campaign Financing Task Force’s 
interviews of the President and Vice President” 

• The Justice Department’s justification for refusing to provide declination 
memoranda in response to Committee subpoenas. 

• The status of the Justice Department’s decision whether to appoint a special 
counsel to investigate the White House e-mail matter. 

• At a July IS, 1999, meeting between Committee staff and Justice Department 
personnel regarding the perjury referral of Cheryl Mills, John Keeney was 
asked about a passage in the book Shadow by Bob Woodward. The passage 
indicated that White House Counsel Jack Quinn was assured by Justice 
Department personnel that he would never be prosecuted if he were held in 
contempt by the House of Representatives. Mr. Keeney's response was that 
the “claim is so ridiculous that it is not worth investigating.” 1 would like to 
ask you about Mr. Woodward's claim, and Mr. Keeney’s response. 

If you wish to make an opening statement, it is requested that you provide 100 
copies of your written testimony to the Committee no later than 24 hours prior to the time 
of the hearing. Also, to facilitate printing of the bearing record, you should also provide 
a computer disk containing a copy of your written testimony. At the hearing, we ask that 
you summarize your testimony in five minutes to allow maximum time for discussion 
and questions. Under the Congressional Accountability Act, the House of 
Representatives must be in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act. 

Persons requiring special accommodations should contact Lisa Smith Arafune at (202) 
225-5074 at least four business days prior to the hearing. 

Please contact the Committee’s Chief Counsel, James C. Wilson, at (202) 225- 
5074 if you have any questions or need additional information about the hearing. We 
look forward to your testimony. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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one hummed sorm congress 

Congress of tfje ®nitei) Stated 

j$ouft of Bcpnfttttatftwf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Once Buadmg 
Washmoton, DC 20515-6143 




April 28, 2000 


The Honorable Robot Rabcn 
Assistant Attorney General 
Office of Legislative Affairs 
Department of Justice 
10th and Constitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20530 

Dear Mr. Raben: 

I write in response to your letter of April 24, 2000, regarding the Committee’s March 22, 
2000, subpoena. Several aspects of your letter troubled me, hi particular, I would like to explain 
my concerns with the manner in whicb you responded in the following areas: the James 
Kalistrom and Richard Scruggs declination memos; the Department's long-standing policy on 
declination or prosecution memos generally; and records regarding the decision to limit the 
subject matter of the Campaign Financing Task Force’s (Task Force) interviews with the 
President and Vice President 

In an effort to determine where yoo might possibly have gotten the idea that the 
Committee is not interested in obtaining die Richard Scruggs and James Kalistrom declination 
memos, I spoke with all of my staff members who might have had a conversation with your staff 
regarding the declination memos. I found that one of the Conrani tree’s Senior Counsels 
discussed tbe production of die OPR and Colgate memoranda relating to Scruggs and Kalistrom 
with Faith Burton of the Office of Legislative Affairs. Committee Counsel stressed to Ms. 

Burton that their discussions pertained only to the OPR and Colgate memoranda, and did not 
relate in any way to die decollation memos, which were under separate subpoena, lean only 
infer that Ms. Burton passed along an erroneous understanding of the conversation to yon or 
others, who then determined, without contacting the Committee, that we would have no need for 
the declination memos. That is not the case. As you are aware, this is not the first time -nor are 
we tbe first Congressional Committee- to have this type of problem originate in Ms. Burton’s 
office. Tbe Committee expects that both the Scruggs and Kalistrom declinadoc memoranda will 
be produced is the same manner as tbe others requested. 

As for the general issue of tbe production of declination or prosecution memoranda, yon 
stare in your letter "[a]s you are aware from earlier discussions and correspondence, tbe 
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Department of Justice has a long-standing policy against the release of memoranda that discuss 
the reasons for declining to prosecute a particular individual.” 1 appreciate the recitation of your 
undemanding of the Department’s ’long-standingpoticy” however, it is rather disingenuous 
when this very Committee received both declination and prosecution memoranda from the 
Department of Justice during prior investigations. Nevertheless, the Committee appreciates that 
the Department has concerns with producing such memoranda, and wants to be accommodating 
to those concerns. Therefore, the Committee would agree to first review all of the declination 
memoranda prior to making any determination of whether the Committee actually needs to 
maintain copies. This was the procedure used just last year, when the Department allowed 
Committee staff to review a number of declination memos relating to Charles Jntriago. 1 believe 
that this is the best manner in which to balance both the Committee’s and the Department’s 
interests. 

The final matter I would like to raise is your response to Item 5 of the subpoena, which 
requested all records regarding the decision to limit the subject matter of the Task Force’s 
interviews of thePresident and Vice President You stated that, "no limits were imposed on the 
subject matter of the Campaign Financing Task Faroe's interviews of the President and Vice 
President” It is clear, however, that the interviews of the President and Vice President covered a 
very narrow range of issues that were the subject of preliminary investigations under die 
independent counsel statute. The statement in your April 24, 2000, letter gives the impression 
that the Task Force lawyers were free to pursue any line of questioning with thePresident and 
Vice President, and either chose not to, or forgot to ask questions regarding foreign money. This 
statement is somewhat difficult to believe. In fact, Charles La Bella, the former bead of the Task 
Force, spoke about the November 1997, interview of the President He stated, “it was the 
Attorney General’s decision that it would be a focused interview ” The Justice Department has 
many fine lawyers and it defies credulity to argue that it took three years to ask the President 
about fuieign money, or the Vice President about the Hsi Lai Temple. It is similarly difficult to 
believe that no records exist regarding the decision to limit the interviews to certain subjects. 

I appreciate your attention to the matters thatT have raised. If yotrhave any questions, 
please contact ChiefCounsel James C Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 


Sincerely, 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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OWE HUMWEO SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfjc ®mteb States* 

$oui» of jRtprtfimtflhtitf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buunnq 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 



May 1,2000 


Robert J. Conrad 
Supervising Attorney 
1400 New Yrak Avenue, NW 
6th Floor 

Washington, D.C 20530 


Dear Mr. Conrad: 


MCMMr K MUftMM, C**0<MM* 



Pursuant to Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, the Committee on 
Government Reform has been conducting as investigation into campaign finance abuses. As 
part of its investigation, the Committee is examining the Department of Justice’s supervision of 
the Campaign Financing Task Force’s (Task Force) investigation, as well as the indictments and 
cases brought by the Task Force. In examining those issues, it came to our attention that several 
of the cases brought by the Task Force in the United States District Court for the District of 
Columbia bypassed the normal random case assignment process and were specially assigned by 
Chief Judge Nonna Holloway Johnson. 

As part of its investigation, the Committee would like to know whether any of the 
prosecutors or staff on the Task Force requested that any of the criminal cases brought in the 
United States District Court for the District of Columbia be specially assigned or treated as a 
related case. If so, indicate who made the request, to whom the request was directed, and the 
case involved. Should you determine that no individuals on the Task Force made such a request, 
the Committee requests that you provide a response to that effoct in writing. 

Please provide your response to the Committee’ s request by Friday, May 5, 2000. If you 
have any questions, please contact Senior Counsel Kristi L. Remington at (202) 225-5074. 


Chairman 



cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
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VS. DepartBH&tofjQftkf 
Office of Legislative Affairs 



Wgxtotgk>*,JlC 20330 


May 2, 2000 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

ConmiitteeonOovenm^Re&nn 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman; 

Ibis is in continuing response to your subpoena of March 22, 2000, and in response to 
your fetter of April 28, 2000, 

We regret the misunderstanding concerning your continuing interest in the declination 
memoranda concerning James Kafistram and Richard Scruggs included in Item 3 of die 
subpoena. We have offered the Committee staff briefings about the decimation decisions. Such 
briefings often have proved valuable and successful accommodations of the congressional need 
for information for oversight purposes. In a conversation this afternoon. Committee staff 
indicated that they prefer to move directly to access to the memoranda. We will confer Author 
with them in order to resolve this matter in a way that accommodates both the Cannmttee’s 
needs and the Department’s concerns. 

There has been some concision over Item 5 of your March 22, 2000, subpoena and we 
appreciate your clarification that it includes daemons of die Campaign Financing Task Force 
themselves to focus on certain subject areas. It is our understanding that fixe Task force lawyers 
were in fact free to pursue any line of questioning with the President and Vice President. We 
remain unaware of any external constraints or limits on that questioning. It is also the csso that 
die Task Force, consistent with what I understand to be common prosecutorial practice, did 
determine to limit questioning in each of the interviews to particular subject areas. The 
correspondence between file Vice President’s personal counsel and the Department which we 
produced in our initial response do constitute “records ... regarding the decision to limit die 
interviews to certain subjects” as indicated in your letter. We will supplement our response to 
Item 5 after reviewing documents which may be responsive. We also are providing herewith# 
copy of an additional letter responsive to ten 5 of your subpoena. 
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We appreciate the opportunity to clarify those points. 

Sincerely, 

ZrUct&U- 

Robert Rsbeo^^ 
Assistant Attorney Genoa 

cc: llie Honorable Henry Waxmtn 

Ranking Minority Member 
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UJS. Department if Justice 
Criminal Division 


November 4, 1998 


BY HXMP 

David t. Kendall, Esq. 

Williams' & Connolly 
72$ Twelfth Street, V.W. 

Washington, DC 20005 

RO: Interview of the President 

Dear Mr, Kendall: 

As we have previously mentioned, we anticipate reviewing 
several documents with the Preeident during next week's 
'interview! In order to' expedite the interview, we ere enclosing 
with this letter copier of documents we may wish to raviaw with 
the President as well as other documents that may be relevant to 
refreshing the . President' s recollection-concerning .the 1995-9€ . 
DSC- funded issue advocacy media campaign. Jin further preparing 
for the interview, we may identify additional document e we wish 
to -ask questions about, and to the extent we can provide you with 
copier beforehand, we will. . 


Sincerely yours, 

Mo-f*-*- 

Robert J. Meyer 
Kirby A. Heller. 

Criminal Division 
D.S. Department of Justice 
P.O. Box 27518 
McPherson Station 
Washington, DC 20038 


D0J-03B17 


U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the AsriSaol Attorney General 


Wahm&m.D.C 20530 

May 2, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
US. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of April 19, 2000, concerning the memorandum of 
Charles La Bella. As you indicate in your letter, this Department has made available to you and 
your staff the La Bella memorandum in response to your March 10, 2000 letter. During the 
course of review of the document, it became apparent that there were two versions of the La 
Bella memorandum. 

Based on recent discussions with Mr. La Bella, we understand that he created two 
slightly different versions of the memorandum in order to sssist in the identification of any leak 
of the memorandum. Mr. La Bella intentionally made a number of minor, non-substantive, 
variations in wording throughout the memorandum. He provided one version to the Attorney 
General and the other to Director Freeh, and additional distribution copies within the two offices 
were made from these respective versions. Mr. La Bella did not inform Department or FBI 
officials of the differences between foe two memos. According to Mr. La Bella, and based on 
our own examination of foe document, none of these variations affected foe meaning of foe 
memorandum. For example, at one point one version of the memorandum uses the term “vis-a- 
vis, ” and the other uses “concerning” 

A copy of foe FBI version is available for review by you and your staff so that you can, if 
you wish, study foe two documents side-by-side. 

As your letter notes, foe fact that there were two memoranda came to light because two 
pages were missing from foe copy initially provided for your review. We regret that the pages 
were missing and any delay in providing a complete document As you are a ware, foe document 
has been made available to your Committee and other Committees on a number of occasions 
over foe past two years, and the documents have been coined to reflect changes in foe state of the 
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law regarding Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure and die narrowing scope of 
open investigations. It appears that this process resulted in the omission of two pages from die 
copy initially made available to you and your staf£ and we are pleased that the documents are 
now complete. Of course, as we have assured your staff, the complete memorandum was 
provided to the Attorney General 

Wetrust that this letter addresses your concerns regarding the memorandum. 


Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxraan 

Ranking Minority Member 
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<®flw of fy Attamrg Enteral 

Sftvlpttgton r & & 20550 

May 3, 3000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U. S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.c. 20515 

Dear Mr, Chairman ; 

This responds to your subpoena, received on April 25, 2000, 
seeking Department records relating to the interviews of the 
President and Vice President taken about two weeks ago by 
representatives of the Departments Campaign Financing Task 
Force . 

The Department has previously provided the Committee with 
the summaries of the interviews of the. President and the Vice 
President from past years that were part of closed 
investigations: The interviews of the President and the Vice 

President that the Task Force conducted two weeks ago were part 
of its ongoing investigations . Based on the Department 1 o 
longstanding policy of declining to provide congressional 
committees with access to open law enforcement files, we must 
decline to provide the requested material. The Department's 
policy is baaed on our firm belief that the Department : 1 a ability 
to discharge its responsibilities for the fair administration of 
justice would be cotqpromised by the disclosure to Congress of 
open investigative files. We have long believed that both the 
integrity of the criminal justice process and the Government's 
ability to prevail in particular prosecutions would be threatened 
by acceding to congressional requests of this* kind. Almost sixty 
years ago Attorney General Robert H. Jackson informed Congress 
that: 

It is the position of the Department, restated now with* the 
approval of and at the direction of the President, that all 
investigative reports are confidential documents of the 
executive department of the Government , to aid in the duty 
laid upon the President by the Constitution to "take care 
that the Laws be faithfully executed," and that 
congressional or public access to them would not be in the 
public interest .... 

40 Op. Att'y. Gen. 45, 46 (1541). Moreover, Attorney General 
Jackson's position was not new. His letter cited prior Attorney 
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General letters talcing the same position dating back to 
the beginning of the century / id. at 47-4$) . 

The disclosure of the records of such recent interviews is 
of particular concern because revealing information, especially 
the questions posed in the interviews, could disclose significant 
aspects of our ongoing campaign finance investigations which 
include multiple matters. No prosecutor would want other 
witnesses to have the benefit of these witness interviews. The 
investigations would be seriously prejudiced by the revelation of 
the direction of the investigations or information about the 
evidence that the prosecutors have obtained. As Attorney General 
Jackson observed: 

Disclosure of the Claw enforcement] reports could not 
do otherwise than seriously prejudice law enforcement. 
Counsel for a defendant or a prospective defendant, could 
have no greater help than to know how much or how little 
information the Government has , and what witnesses or 
sources of information it can rely upon. This is exactly 
what these reports are intended to contain. 

40 Op. Atty. Gen. at 46. 

The rationale for the Department ' s open lav enforcement 
files policy is set forth in a published opinion .of the Office of 
Legal Counsel Issued by Charles J. Cooper, OLC's Assistant 
Attorney General during part of the Reagan Administration. . See 

B&BBsasfl to CQMrfiflfllonal . Eteau^gta for 
Dcclsigne J made 

10 Op. O.L.C. 68, 76-77 (1986) . In addition to addressing the 
concerns discussed above, Mr. Cooper noted in his opinion that 
providing a congressional committee with confidential information 
about active criminal investigations would place the Congress in 
a position to exert pressure or attempt to influence the 
prosecution of criminal cases. 10 Op. O.L.C. at 76. Congress 
could second-guess tactical and strategic decisions, challenge 
witness interview schedules and the scope and nature of our 
questioning of witnesses, and generally attempt to influence the 
conduct and outcome of the criminal investigation. Such a 
practice would significantly damage law enforcement efforts and 
shake public and judicial confidence . in the criminal justice 
system. Decisions about the course of a cri min al investigation 
■must be made without reference to political considerations. As 
one Justice Department official noted thirty years ago. 

Over a number of years, a number of reasons have been 
advanced for the traditional refusal of the Executive 
to supply Congress with Information from open 
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investigative files. Most important, the Executive 
cannot effectively investigate if Congress is, in a 
sense, a partner in the investigation, If a 
congressional committee is fully apprised of all 
details of an investigation as the investigation 
proceeds, there is a substantial danger that 
congressional pressures will influence the course of 
the investigation. 

Memorandum for Edward L. Morgan, Deputy Counsel to the President, 
from Thomas E. Kauper, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office 
of Legal Counsel, Re: Submission of Open CID Investigation Files 
2 (Dec. 19, 1969} . In addition, the reputation of individuals 
mentioned in this kind of document could be severely damaged by 
the public release of information about them, even though the 
case might ultimately not warrant prosecution. 

The Committee * s request for the records of the interviews of 
the President and vice President taken two weeks ago in 
connection with our ongoing investigations is clearly 
distinguishable from the Committee's prior request for the 
records of the interviews of the President and Vice President 
taken in past years. The Department was able to accommodate the 
prior request because at that time the investigations of which 
those interviews were a part had been closed and we identified no 
potential harm to any ongoing investigations from the disclosure 
of the records. As discussed above, significant harm to ongoing 
investigations would result from the disclosure of the records of 
the recent interviews. 

In summary, the Department must decline to provide the 

requested documents relating to the recent interviews of the 
President and Vice President. Public and judicial confidence in 
the criminal justice process would be undermined by the 
congressional intrusion into ongoing criminal investigations that 
congressional access to this investigative information pursuant 
to the Committee r s subpoena would represent. Moreover, 
disclosure at this juncture of the aspects of the open 
investigations that is revealed by the investigators 1 questioning 
at these interviews would unquestionably risk compromise to the 
pending investigations and possible future prosecutions. I 
respectfully request that you withdraw the Committee's subpoena 
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in order to protect our law enforcement interests. As always, I 
would fee happy to discuss this matter with you further if that 
would fee helpful. 


Sincerely, 



Janet Reno 


cc: The Honorable Henry Haxraan 

Ranking Minority Member 
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Subpena Daces Tecum 

0utf)oritp of tfjc $ou*e of jRepttfentatifeetf of tfje 
Conge m of tfje tHm'teb State* of America 


J“«t.Rexio 

You arc hereby commanded to produce the things identified on the attached schedule before the 

JfcU Committee cm Ster&TjmpM.telQja 

of the House of Reprcseuttxves of the United States, of which the Hon. 

it chairman, by producing such things in Room * of the 

^1’"” BulUiog . in the city of Washington, on 

Kegr.JZta*a)Oa at the hour of 5.;flWW 

To Jteria. Si*. .T/whvxrt . nr. .th*. .TO . Mwcohal. .SexT-tM 

to serve and make return. 

Witness my hand red the teal of the House of Represent ativ es 
of the United Stales, .at the city of Washington, this 



Attest: 



d ML 
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^DegartiBeite of Justice Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 
Twth Strut Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washingt on, J[C 20530 


before the Committee on the. 

Government Reform 


Served 

"Id: 

M.mm 5W<p 

mmsm fJmtatoss 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.G 20515 


United States Department of Justice 
Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 
.Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue N.W. 

Washington, DjC. 20530 

The 'Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record's Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chief Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 


pcfipjtfoitf and Instructions 


(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the word "record" or "records” shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped,, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
^announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or “records* shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer" or "relate” and "concerning” as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
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and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to which 
you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have put in 
storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present. 

(4) The conjunctions \>r* and “and* are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

Subpoenaed hems 

Please provide the Committee with the following records: 

1. All formal memoranda that were sent to the Attorney General or senior Justice 
Department officials in connection with decisions involving the application of the Independent 
Counsel Act to campaign finance-related matters, including memos that address the Independent 
Counsel Act-related aspects of the Freeh and La Bella memoranda. 

2. All records from the Office of Information and Privacy relating to Rebekah 
Poston, Safa Gakkai, or Nobuo Abe (aJcoL Nikken Abe, aJca. Shinno Abe). 


2 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C 20530 

May 16,2000 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This letter is in continuing response to your subpoena of May 3, 2000. Enclosed are 
materials related to Item 2 of your subpoena, Bates numbers DOJ-02802 through DOJ-03012. 
Also, additional documents responsive to Item 1 of the above referenced subpoena are available 
for r^w in our offices. 

^ Please contact me if you have, any additional questions concerning this matter. 

Sincerely, 

rjZJL- 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 

Enclosures 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Washington, D.C 20530 


May 17, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in continuing response to your subpoenas of March 22, 2000 and May 3, 2000. 
Enclosed are materials (Bates numbered DOJ-03013 - 03136; DOJ-03271 - 03314) which 
complete our response to Item 7 of your March 22 subpoena. Also, additional memoranda 
responsive to your May 5, 2000 subpoena are available for review. 

Please contact me if you have any additional questions concerning this matter. 


Sincerely, 



Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosures 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C 20530 

May 19, 2000 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to the Committee’s outstanding questions from the Committee's hearing 
on May 3 rf regarding White House e-mail issues. I request that this response be entered into 
the hearing record. 

Many Independent Counsels have worked closely with the Department of Justice on 
various matters. The Act contemplated and encouraged consultation with the Department about 
the Departmental policies and practices. Where factual matters overlap, the Department and an 
QIC have frequently worked closely together to avoid duplicating or impeding the work of each 
other. See United States v. Wilson. 26 F.2d 142 (D.C. Cir. 1994) (joint prosecution by OIC and 
a U.S. Attorney’s Office authorized by Independent Counsel Act). 

In this particular instance, the OIC explicitly authorized the Department to continue 
investigation of the White House e-mail matter pursuant to the provisions of the Ethics in 
Government Act See 28 U.S.C. 597(a). The current investigations by the OIC and the 
Campaign Financing Task Force are being conducted “cooperatively” but not “jointly.” There 
are built-in protections for both die OIC and the Department relating to the investigation. For 
example, although there have been joint interviews where it was in the mutual interests of the 
Office of the Independent Counsel and the Task Force, each office makes its own investigative 
and prosecutorial judgments. Additionally, by agreement, neither agency can take any 
investigative action that would impair the ability of the other to fulfill its investigative mandate. 
This would include, fin: example, immunizing a witness or otherwise entering into an 
arrangement with a witness to secure his/her cooperation. 

You asked several questions bearing on whether the Department has provided assistance 
to the White House in connection with die Committee’s hearings on the email matter. 
Specifically, you asked whether die White House consulted the Office of Legal Counsel (OLC) 
regarding claims of privilege with respect to documents the White House initially withheld but 
then produced to the Committee on May2 ai . I am informed that the answer to that question is 
“no.” The White House did not request, and OLC did not provide, any assistance with respect to 
die White House’s response to the Committee’s request for those documents. The White House 
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did request other assistance from OLC prior to one hearing. In response, OLC provided the 
White House with pre-existing documents and general information about historical precedents 
and policies that guide the executive branch when it responds to congressional oversight. 

OLC did not provide advice regarding the application of the precedents and policies to specific 
facts or circumstances or how to respond to particular requests for documents or testimony. 
Lastly, the Department did not authorize Jason Baron or any other Civil Division attorney to 
assist the White House in connection with these hearings. 

With respect to Congressman Barr's question regarding the benefit to the Department of 
discussions with counsel for the President and the Vice-President concerning their witnesses* up- 
coming interviews, pre-interview communications about die general areas of anticipated 
questioning occur often during white-collar criminal investigations to ensure that the witness is 
focused and prepared. Analogous to your letter to me in advance of my recent testimony before 
your Committee (in which you identified various subject matters you wanted to explore during 
the hearing), the Department's communication to a witness in advance of an interview can enable 
the questioning to proceed more efficiently and prod u ctively. I am informed, however, that there 
was no "deal" with either the President Or Vice President that prohibited questions on a topic that 
had not been previously identified. 

I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would 
like additional assistance regarding this or any other matter. 


Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


ccr The Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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Of* HUNDRED SXTHCONOT638 

Congress of t fie Mteb State* 

fruit at Aqtnttntatibtf 

COMMTTTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 RavrurkHouk Office Boocino 
Washmston. DC 20515-6143 

wT* S «S 

May 19, 2000 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Bs C«n»Ht».Bff»rl»ggdwtfiM for Me 25 

Dear General Reno: 

A$ you are certainly aware, last night die Associated Press described a memo drafted by FBI 
Director Louis Freeh in December 1996. According to the news article, the Freeh memo stated that: 

• Poblic lntcgrity Section Chief Lee Radek toki Deputy FBI Director William 
Esposito that he was "under a lot of pressure not to go toward with the 
investigation;” 

• Mr. Radek believed that your job "might hang m the balance;” and 

• Director Freeh met with you to teQ you that, on the basis of Mr. Radek 1 * 
comments, you both should step aside from the investigation into illegal 
ftmdraising activities. 

Today, my staffhad the opport uni ty to reWew a copy of this memo, and co nfirm ed the basic 
accuracy of fro Associated Press account 

Since 1997, toe Government Reform Committee has been conducting an oversight 
investigation into the Jiastice Dqpgartmet rt t s iny leroentHtion of the Ind e pen d en t Counsel Act and the 
Department's handling of die campaign fundraising investigation. Over the course of thin 
in vest iga t io n, toe Committee has repeatedly uncovered evidence that has ahata our confidence in 
the Department's performance on both fronts. This latest revelation adds to Ora growing body of 
evidence that the Department bas foiled to apply properly the Independent Counsel Act and badly 
mishandled the campaign fundraising investigation. 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
May 19, 2000 
Page 2 


I have scheduled a bearing for Thursday, May 25, to receive testimony about this incident 
I intend to issue subpoenas to Mr. Radek and to Mr. Esposito to testify. 1 also intend to issue a 
subpoena for Deputy Attorney General Brie Holder to appear before the Committee and produce 
documents that have, to date, been withheld from the Committee. 

Despite all of the evidence demonstrating a clear need for Congressional oversight, the 
Department has refused to comply folly with lawful Congressional subpoenas for documents related 
to your handling of independent counsel decisions. You were held in contempt by the Committee 
in August 1998 for your refusal to produce to the Committee the Freeh and La Bella memoranda 
calling for the appointment of an independent counsel I issued a new subpoena for foe Freeh and 
La Bella memos, along with related memoranda, on March 10 of this year. Although you have 
allowed staff to review the documents in Justice Department offices, you have refhsed to produce 
them to foe Committee as required, and Members of Congress have been denied access to these 
memoranda. Along the same lines, you have allowed staff to review the December 10 Freeh memo 
in Justice Department offices, but have refused to provide a copy to the Committee. 

The evaluation of these documents has made clear that (he current procedures for their review 
are no longer satisfactory, and that the Committee has a compelling need for them. The Committee 
must have possession of these documents to fulfill our oversight responsibilities. Your refusal to 
produce these documents to the Committee is obstructing the Committee’s oversight process, and 
is no longer tolerable, particularly in light of foe fact that the memoranda and related documents 
recently have been provided to other Congressional committees. 

The Committee would prefer to receive foe documents well in advance of next Thursday’s 
bearing, ff foe documents m question have bem produced to the Committee prior to Thursday, 

25, there will be no need for Deputy Attorney Genera] Holder to appear. However, if these 
documents have not been provided in advance, Mr. Holder will be required to appear before the 
Committee and produce the documents on May 25. By separate cover, a subpoena will be issued 
to Mr. Holder specifying the categories of documents to be produced. 

I hope that, in Kght of yesterday's disturbing revelations, you will make no further attempts 
to delay producing the subpoenaed documents to foe Committee. 



cc; Members, Committee on Government Reform 
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Subpoena Duces Ifecum (Hearing) 

gfet&oritp of tfie ftoustt of &eprrtentattoetf of tfje 
Congress of ifje ®ntteb Stated of America 




You are hereby commanded to be and appear before the KuiJL Committee on 

♦♦•♦ CO i W i ftmVPBnX ooJK ftf o tt lSBwf ♦#•••»• of the House of Representatives of 

the United States, of which the Hon .Unn..Jftwr.t.an is chairman, in 

Room -.2*52. — ~..ofthe — Jwrhm» Building indie 

dtyof Washington, on ....Mw„J£Kb^JAQQ •MINIHI**! at die hour of mm. 

then and there to produce the things identified on the attached schedule and to testify touching 

matters of inquiry committed to said Committee; and you are not to depart without leave of said 


to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 
22nd.~... day of <9 JLftQO 



VvOfttoV^ 


CM 


Attest: 
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Subpoena for.Tie^aj*.ts?aiiti of t, . flftpnty Attorney General Eric Holder 



before the Committee on the 

•.•Gov«ma»nt..Re form-.. 


Served.. 

..3k^....zJ£Sf3. r 

X&^mk^L&sk. 
jCLGn&.Ja)aJJ. 




► House of Rep«ttemiUve$ 


OK* tW44-W9(m») 
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SCHEPULEA 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Committee on Government Reform 
United States House of Representatives 
2357 Rayburn House Office Budding 
Washington, D.C 20515 

Department of Justice 

Serve: The Honorable Eric Holder 

Deputy Attorney General 

Department of Justice 

10th and Constitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20530 


The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records along with your testimony. If you have 
any questions, please contact Chief Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 

Definitions and Instructions 

3. For the purposes of this subpoena, the word "record” or "records” shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, contracts, externa] and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, 
documents, electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, 
messages, minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press 
releases, recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, 
talking points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or 
evidence of incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other 
machine readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. Record” or "records” shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

2. For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer” or "relate” and "concerning” as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 
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3. This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to 
which you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have 
put in storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the subpoena includes all documents to the present 

4. The conjunctions “or” and “and” we to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives tins subpoena the broadest reading. 

5. No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

6. If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

7. When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document dataorinfonnation, list each record, 
document compilation of data or information by date, type, addressee, author (and if different 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

8. This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 


Subpoenaed Renas 
Please provide the Committee with the following: 

1. A December 9, 2 996, memorandum drafted by FBI Director Louis J. Freeh to Deputy 
FBI Director William J. Esposito relating to a conversation with Public Integrity Section 
Chief Lee Radek. 

2. A November 1997, memorandum drafted by FBI Director Louis 1. Freeh to Attorney 
Genera] Janet Reno relating to the appointment of an independent counsel in the 
campaign finance investigation. 

3. A July 1 998, memorandum drafted by Campaign Financing Task Force Supervising 
Attorney Charles G. La Bella to Attorney General Janet Reno relating to the appointment 
of an independent counsel in the campaign financing investigation. 
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4. An August 5, 1 998, memorandum drafted by Public Integrity Section Chief Lee Radek in 
response to the July 1998, La BeJJa memorandum. 

5 . An August 1 998, memorandum drafted by Campaign Financing Task Force Supervising 
Attorney Charles G. La Bella in response to the August 5, 1998, Radek memorandum. 

6. All memoranda drafted by James Robinson discussing arguments for appointing an 
independent counsel in the campaign financing investigation. 

7. AD memoranda drafted by Department of Justice or Federal Bureau of Investigation 
personnel which discuss or respond to the memoranda listed in 1 through 6, 
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OWE HUNDB6D5DCTH CONGflESS 


CongRtS at fift States 

Jf«*4(JRq>r«!rntattet* 

CO*«TTEE ON GOVERNMENT RffORH 
2157 Raybuhn House Omce Bmuano 
WASMM9TOK DC 20515-5143 


May 23, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Dqrarfmert of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

Aa ypp know, the Committee on Go vernme nt Reform (^ogarattee”) and the 
Justice Department have been at loggerheads for more than two yen* over oompfoiee 
with Committee subpoenas. In 1998, you reftised to comply with a lawful Committee 
subpoena to produce the Fresh and La Bella menxnanda recommending an independent 
counsel tor various campaign fundraising improprieties. Indeed, an August 6, 1998, die 
Committee voted to hold you in contempt, although the contempt resolution did not teach 
the House floor before the 105* Congress adjourned. 

On March 1(1,260(^1 issued a new subpo<itt8vflteFraeiiaad La BdlainemoK, 
along with several memoranda drafted in response to them. It is now May 22, and 
although two members of the Committee staff have been allowed to review tito 
documents in Justioe Department offices (without taking notes or even the ability to 
ammtato the cqnm provided), you have tided to produce the documents to the 
Committee. Nor have yon claimed any legally valid privilege. 

As I stated in my letter of May 19, this situation is intolerable. 

week, your stsffmet wife iny staff to discuss this ia^ At this meeting 
your staff asked the Committee to develop a special protocol lo handle these documents. 
However, the Committee already has a set of rules flirt it follows for the conduct of 
oversight izrvestigatioos and the handling of documents in such investigations. Those 
mksare derived from the Rules of the House of Representatives. These roles have 
served the House and its Committees well fordecades. Th^ have been sufficient Ibr 
numerous oversight investigations of die executive branch in the past, and they are 
certainly sufficient lor thia Committee’s investigation of die Justice Department today. 


Under the rules followed by the Government Refoim Committee, documents 
received under subpoena aie considered “Committee records.'* Committee records 
become the possession of die Committee, and the Committee must make a determination 
as to whether and how such records become public. It has been the practice of this 
Committee that, if Committee records are to be made public, it is done by agreement 
between the Chairman and the Ranking Minority Member, or by a vote of die Committee. 
Also, Committee records are available to Members or die Committee for use during 
Committee hearings, and can be entered into the record by unanimous consent or a 
motion. 


You originally took the position that these documents could not be produced to 
Congress without jeopardizing the Department's ability to do its job. That argument is 
apparently no longer valid because these Same documents are in the physical possession 
of at least one committee in the House and one in the Senate. I can only view new 
requests for special protocols as a further stalling tactic. As I stated in my letter of May 
19, 1 intend to issue a subpoena for Deputy Attorney General Eric Holder to appear 
before the Committee on May 25 with the documents in question. If the documents arc 
produced to the Committee prior to May 25, his ap pe a r an ce will not be necessary. 

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to have your staff contact my 
Chief Counsel, James C. Wilson. 



cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 




ONE HUNDRED SD(THC0N0RE8$ 

Congretftf of fte ©m'teb £S>tatesf 

$ooft of JUprceftntaffotf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bulcmnq 
WashmqtON, DC 20515-6143 

5SE* maw 

mr ONOMM 


May 24,2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 

Attorney General 

Deportment of Justice 

10th and Constitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20530 



Dear Attorney General Reno: 

I write regarding the Committee’s May 23, 2000, subpoena issued to Deputy Attorney 
General Eric Holder to appear before the Committee and produce certain documents on May 25, 
2000. The Department of Justice has agreed to produce the subpoenaed documents today, 
making Mr. Holder’s appearance before the Committee unnecessary. 


The Department had several requests relating to the handling of the documents to which 
the Committee has agreed. The Department would like the documents to be maintained in a safe 
with access limited to six staff from the majority and six minority staff. Of course, all of the 
Committee's members would have access to the documents. The documents are under subpoena 
and will be treated as such. Therefore, they can be released at a Committee hearing, business 
meeting, or by agreement of the Chairman and Ranking Minority Member. The Committee will 
notify the Departmem bef ore any of the documents produced pursuant to the May 23, 2000, 
subpoena are released. 

Due to the unavailability of witnesses, the Committee has postponed its bearing 
scheduled for May 25, 2000. However, I do plan to reschedule the bearing and will call Public 
Integrity Section Chief LeeRadek at that tune. If you have any questions, please have your staff 
contact Committee Chief Counsel James C Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
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U.S. Department of Jastke 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Washington, D C 2053P 

May 24, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chamnan 

Committee on Government Refbnn 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C 20515 

Dear Mr. Chainnan: 

This is in response to your subpoena to the Deputy Attorney Genera] of May 23, 2000, 
and your letters of May 19, 2000 and May 23, 2000, concerning production of internal 
memoranda relating to campaign financing mvegrigatinng by this Dep ar tme nt, including the 
La Bella and related memoranda. 

As your letters indicate, two me mbers of your staff have been reviewing the La Bella and 
related memoranda on an ongoing basis. This review, conducted in response to the 
accommodation outlined in this Department’s letter of March 21, 2000, has involved certain 
restrictions to which your staff agreed. As the number of documents available for review has 
increased, and as additional committees have requested the documents, we have been open to 
adjustments of the accommodation. We have reached bipartisan accommodations with die 
House and Senate Committees on the Judiciary, and are pleased to agree to your Committee’s 
proposal as set forth in your May 23 letter and as elaborated in subsequent discussions with your 
staff You have advised that mhght of this agreement, the ConMnittee TO longer requires foe 
appearance of Deputy Attorney General Eric Holder, Jr, pursuant to the May 23 subpocna. 

Under the terms of our agreement, the Department is providing to the Committee the 
accompanying copi es of all documents responsive to the May 23 subpoena which currently are 
available, as well as other documents responsive to related requests. The Department also will 
provide any additional responsive documents that are identified. The Committee has agreed to 
hold these documents in a secure facility as if they were classified documents, and that no more 
than six staff members each for the Majority and the Minority shall have access to foe 
documents. The documents and their contents may be made public, in whole or in part, only by 
agreement of the Chairman and the Ranking Minority Member, or by a vote of the Committee. 
The Department may redact the names of line attorneys from copies of the memoranda provided 
to foe Committee. Finally, if any document or its contents are proposedto be released, the 
Department will be given reasonable notice and an opportunity to appear before foe Committee 
ar to meet with the Chainnan and the Ranking Member and present any reasons why such 
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document should not be released in whole or in part prior to the Commi ttee’s determination as to 
wbetber such recoids are to be made public. 

Please contact me if you have any additional questions c oncernin g this matter. 


Sincerely, 



Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Hemy Woman 

Ranking Minority Member 



ONE HUNDRED SXTH CONGRESS 


w «mvc. coNMcncvr 


Congress of tfje ®niteb States 


■MUK 

MUKIK 

M SCAM 

tmcMC.urouwtic.OHO 


$oaft of lUpretfaitatitK* 

COMMITTEE ON QOVEflNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Waswwoton, DC 20515-6143 


CMKKVMO •MUMrr.WWVOMR 


May 31,2000 

The Honorable Janet Reno 

Attorney General 

Department of Justice 

10th and Constitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Attorney General Reno: 

1 previously wrote to inform you that (he Committee on Government Reform planned to 
hold a bearing entitled ‘The Justice Department's Implementation of the Independent Counsel 
Act” on May 25, 2000. The hearing was postponed, but is now rescheduled for June 6, 2000. I 
plan to subpoena Department of Justice Public Integrity Section ChiefJ.ee Radek and Assistant 
Director of the FBI for National Security Neil Gallagher to testify before the Committee. 

Your staff indicated that the Department would like to have notice prior to the release of 
any of the documents produced to the Committee on May 25, 2000. 1 anticipate that Members of 
the Committee will refer to a number of those documents during the hearing and include in the 
record any documents to which they refer. At that time, the Committee also may consider a 
motion to release to the public the Freeh and La Bella memoranda, along with responsive 
memoranda from other Department of Justice officials. 

If you have concerns about the public release of these documents, please make them 
known to the Committee by Friday, June 2, 2000. Your staff may contact Committee Chief 
Counsel James C Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 
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OMHUNOftBQ«errHCONtRE» 

Cnngrwfsf of tyt ®nitrt> Stated 

1$9at 61 wjrafnraTOf 

COMMnTEEON GtCVEBNUENT BEfOW 
21S7 Rm«urm House Omce 8 wjdm 
WashMCton. DC 20615-6143 

mSS SSSS 

nr i m «m i 


May 31, 2000 


Attorney General foe* Roe 
UntodSiM&epfffmeMtfJitf^ 

Tenth Street ft Comtitatkn Avenue N.W, 
Washington, D.G 20530 





DearGenafal&eoo: 


This Ctaunteee k investigating the cJiranstoewiieoes^^ 
J&fanaMkiid)(»tJk8q^M:Ger«^lofovenmtilcrl^galairfboiitiM]aAi«trB]a. 


Ian«^trog(Di^fiMteftel>ep«t8ieiiioflQ8tkepradiioeQerUwitconlsiatbe 
Commtaee. Please piovkk all <kiaimc^ to Mr. GeiftrociiseaOymfa 

the Department of Jwtke. b podotiog these documents, please iwhcaia which Ooconems, if 
aay, hare been produced to governmental orlepl aote^ a Anitn^ 

h Prior to mat m year coflectico <rf documents, dense DOfcttetoforiQgii^ 
abort MtGcmea 


• DateofBirthH _ 

• SodalSectirityNuiribtf^ 


13c esc pt mde tb&jeqoested (k>c a mCTts toite Ifyoaraaff 

hmnyqaesttas abort Oris request, gleam Imve tea oorta* the Goinadtloe’eQdef Cboned, 



OK Robert Rates, AssfeartAttaacyOeoenl 
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Congress o( tfjc ®n(teb States 

i^oatfe *f lUpretfentatibeJ 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Once Buhomq 
Washmoton, OC 20615-6143 




May 31, 2000 


Tbe Honorable Louis fteeb 
Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20535 


Re: 


Dear Director Freeh: 

This Committee Is investigating the circumstances necessitating the provision of 
information about Joseph M. Geraten to governmental or legal authorities in Australia. 

I am writing to request that the FBI produce certain records to the Committee. Please 
provide all documents relating to Mr. Gersten c un eatly in the possession of the FBI hi 
producing these documents, please indicate which documents, if any, have been produced to 
governmental or legal authorities in Australia. 

hi order to assist in your collection of documents, please note the following information 
about Mr. Gerstar 

• Date of Birth 

• Social Security Number 

Please provide the requested documents to the Committee by June 14, 2000. If your staff 
has any questions about this request, please have them contact the Committee's Chief Counsel, 
James C Wilson, at (202) 225-5074. Thank you for your cooperation. 



cc: John Cotlingwood, Assistant Director for Legislative Affairs 
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June 1,2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

As you are aware, the Committee is conduct in g m investigation into events 
surrounding the stand-off at the Branch Davidian compound in Waco, Texas, As part of 
this investigation, Committee staff have interviewed numerous witnesses and reviewed 
hundreds of thousands of documents produced by the Department of Justice and other 
Executive Branch agencies. 

I appreciate your cooperation in making Department personnel available for these 
interviews. As Committee interviews draw to a dote, 1 request dial you make yourself 
available for an interview by Committee attorneys. Your voluntary participation would 
be of great significance to this Committee's investigation. 

I also request that you reverse your previous position and make Justice 
Department attorney Robert Lyon available for an interview. Because of the significance 
of this investigation, yon have previously made line attorneys available for interviews. In 
addition, it is not even clear that Mr. Lyon was acting in the capacity of a line attorney in 
this instance. 

Please have your staff contact Committee Chief Counsel Junes C Wifeonat 
(202) 225-5074 to discuss this matter. Again, thank you for your continued cooper a tion. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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Honorable Janet Reno 
June 1, 2000 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Member 
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ONE HUNCHED SIXTH CONGRESS 


Congress of tije ®ntteb States 

iBouft of 3Rtpr«rntatibrt 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 


June 1,2000 


Lee J. Radek, Esq. 

Chief, Public Integrity Section 

Department of Justice 

10th and Constitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20530 

Dear Mr. Radek: 

Pursuant to Rules X and XI of die House of Representatives, the Committee on 
Government Reform has oversight of the Executive Branch of the Federal Government. In 
fulfilling our oversight responsibilities under House Rules, the Committee will convene a 
hearing entitled, ‘The Justice Department's Implementation of the Independent Counsel Act** 

At this bearing, we will examine the Department of Justice's decision-making regarding the 
applicability of the Independent Counsel Act, particularly as it relates to the campaign financing 
investigation. 

The Committee will issue a subpoena for your testimony at the bearing. We are 
specifically interested in hearing about your responsibilities in the campaign financing 
investigation. In particular, we would like to hear about any role you played in making 
determinations under the Independent Counsel Act 

The hearing will take place on Tuesday, June 6, 2000, at lOtfOamu, in Room 2154 of the 
Rayburn House Office Building. It is requested that 100 copies of your written testimony be 
provided to the Committee no later than 24 hours prior to the time of the bearing. Also, to 
facilitate printing of the hearing record, please provide a computer disk containing your 
testimony. At the time of the hearing, we ask that you summarize your written testimony in five 
minutes to allow maximum time for discussion and questions. 

Under the Congressional Accountability Act, the House of Representatives must be in 
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Persons requiring special 
accommodations should contact Lisa Arafone at (202) 225*5074 at least four business days prior 
to the bearing. 
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Please contact Committee Chief Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074 if you have 
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'Snbpcat to IMUy (Hcarfari 

l&p Sufyotit? of tf )t ^ou it of ^eprtOentatibest of tfje 
Conge tse of tije®mteli stated of America 


Th jfg, J» R«d«k, Esq, Serve: Lee J. Radek, Kag>, Department of Jus tice 


You are hereby commanded to be and appear before the ?ul1 Committee on 

Govern— nt Ref ore of the House of Representative* 

of the United States, of which the Hon, flan is chairman, in 

Jfoom_21SZ Of the Bayfama Building , in the dty 


of Washington, an . June 6th, 2000 ■ at the hour nf 1:00PM 

then and there to testify touching matters of inqiriry committed to said Committee; and you 

are not to depart without leave of said Committee 

lb Tffbwrt ?i> W mrohal Emits 


Witness my band and tbe-sea! of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at thexify of Wsshington, this 

1 st dm nf Am : H 2000 



Attest 

tMf M^as/mos 
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Siibpena far Department of Justice, Lee Radek, Esq. 

Serves Lee Radek, Esq. 

Chief, Public* Integrity Section, Dep artment of Justice 

•a* 

10th and Constitution Avenue, NW Was hington, DC 20530 

before the Committee on the_ 

Government Reform 


Served. ifaben 

iliMam t>b/cn 

Ysn mu~P 

Uoma P^^Ta^rtrwri 


.House of Repr esen tatives 




1733 



ONE HUNDRED 9XTHC0NBRESS 

Congress of ttje ®niteb States 

$ou*e of BtprotoitattbHl 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bulong 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

Jane 1,2000 



Neil Gallagher 

Assistant Director, National Security Division 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20535-0001 

Dear Mr. Gallagher 

Pursuant to Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, the Committee on 
Government Reform has oversight of the Executive Branch of the Federal Government. In 
fulfilling our oversight responsibilities under House Rules, the Committee will convene a 
hearing entitled. The Justice Department’s Implementation of the Independent Counsel Act.** 

At this hearing, we will examine the Department of Justice’s decision-making regarding the 
applicability of an independent counsel, particularlyas it relates to the campaign financing 
investigation. 

The Committee will issue a subpoena for your testimony at the hearing. We are 
sperificallysnterested in hearing about your responsibilities in, and knowledge of, the campaign 
financing investigation. 

The bearing will take place on Tuesday, June 6, 2000, at 10:00 a.m., in Room 2154 of the 
Rayburn House Office Building. It is requested that 100 copies of your written testimony be 
provided to the Committee no later than 24 horns prior to the time of the hearing. Also, to 
facilitate printing of the hearing record, please provide a computer disk containing your 
testimony. Atthe time of the hearing, we ask that you summarize your written testimony in five 
minutes to allow maximum time for discussion and questions. 

Under the Congressional Accountability Act, the House of Rep resentatives must be in 
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Persons requiring special 
accommodations should contact Lisa Arafune at (202) 225-5074 at least four business days prior 
to the bearing. 
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Please contact Committee Chief Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074 if you have 



Chairman 
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Subpena to Ibdfy (Hearing) 

gJutfjoritp of tfjc $ou it of JUpretfentatfbetf of tfje 
Conge tit of tbe ©mtelr of Smertca 


7 h Well Gallagher, F.B.I , National Secarity Pi vision Serve: Weil Gallaghe r 


You are hereby commanded to be and appear before the 


Full 


.Committee on 


Government Reform 


of the House of Representatives 

of the United States, of which the Hn n. **** Burton is chairman, in 

Boom 2157 of the Rlt y burn Building in the dty 


of Washington, on Jm»« 6th, 2000 , ttha ^ 1:00ra 

then and there to testify touching matters of inquiry committed to said Committee; and you 

are not to depart without leave of said Committee. 

Maria Fla Taaburri or US Marshal Service 


to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 

lit «t— M f June flt 2000 



Attest: 


(Uf wukmK C. dug 


out 
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fnr Mail Gallagher, Assistant Director, National Security Diviaion 

F.B«I , Serve? Nall Gallagher 

. 935 Pennaylvanla Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 2053S 

before the Committee on the — 

Government Reform 



.Howe of Representatives 
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UJS. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Washington, D.C. 20530 


June 2, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter dated May 31, 2000, in which you indicate your 
Committee's consideration of disseminating the La Bella and Freeh memoranda* as well as other, 
unspecified documents provided to the Committee in connection with your oversight review of 
the Attorney General’s decisions related to campaign financing matters* at a June 6, 2000 hearing 
of the Committee. 

These documents were provided under an agreement into which the Committee entered 
with this Department in order to satisfy the legitimate need of Congress for oversight information 
while protecting important institutional and law enforcement interests of this Department, 
including the separation of law enforcement decisions from political considerations, and the 
confidentiality of open and frank internal deliberations. We appreciate your adherence to the 
agreement by providing notice to us prior to release of any document or portion thereof. 

We object to the Committee's proposed public release of these sensitive law enforcement 
documents at the June 6 hearing. The Department has always sought to ensure that all law 
enforcement decisions are products of open, frank and independent assessments of the pertinent 
law and facts - uninhibited by political and other improper outside influences. If each attorney’s 
advice and recommendations can be publicly dissected by Congress or the media, then the free 
and candid flow of ideas would certainly be jeopardized. In particular, we are concerned that 
attorneys handling the most politically sensitive matters involving high-level government 
officials may, in the future* refrain from providing their honest views on investigative strategy 
and the merits or demerits of the case if they know that their confidential views will be debated 
and second-guessed in public. 

Public release of these documents also would infringe privacy interests. Many of the 
documents necessarily contain extensive discussion of unproved allegations against many 
entirely innocent persons peripheral to the investigations. Indeed, there is such information in 
the La Bella and Freeh memoranda. There is no reason to drag these allegations and individual! 
into the spotlight, and such material should be redacted prior to any release. We appreciate foe 
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strict confidentiality with which you and your staff have treated these documents to date. We 
strongly urge you to continue to respect the privacy rights of these persons. 

Finally, we request that you and the Ranking Member use your considerable leadership to 
request that Members provide notice to you and, through you to us, of those specific documents 
which may be released at the June 6, 2000 hearing. We believe that identification of the specific 
documents to be considered for release is a necessary part of part of the ‘‘reasonable notice” to 
which we agreed. Such identification will allow us to identify and share with you any specific 
• concerns we have with the portions of those documents which are considered for discussion or 
release. Following our meeting with you and the Ranking Member, or with die Committee, 
contemplated in the agreement, theCoramittcerthus will be in a position tomake a reasoned, 
fully informed decision as to whe&erpaxticular information should be made public. 

Again, thank you for informing us of Drismatter. We look forward to identification of 
the documents your Committee will consider for release, and to working closely with you and. 
your staff to resolve these issues promptly. 

Sincerely 

4 ~ 

RotatRa bao^^ 

cc: The Hooorable Henry Waxmaa 

Ranking Minority Member 
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ONE HUNDRED SKTHC0NQRE86 

Congress of ttje Kmteb States 

ftonfr of fttprcttntatihoi 

COMMTTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buldmo 
Wasmnoton, DC 20615-6143 



June 6. 2000 



The Honorable Janet Reno 

Attorney General 

Department of Justice 

10th and Constitution Avenues, N.W. 

Washington, D.C 20530 


Dear Attorney General Reoo: 


I write to express my concern regarding a document the De partm ent of Justice informed 
the Committee that it would be producing last night At 5:10 pan. yesterday, a senior attorney in 
the Office of Legislative Affairs telephoned my Chief Counsel to inform him that the 
D e par tm en t would be producing at least one document that related to an investigation of me. 

Pursuant to a May 3, 2000, subpoena, the Department has been producing numerous 
memor an da relating to independent counsel considerations. The Committee's subpoena called 
for, “all formal memoranda that were sent to the Attorney General or senior Justice D epar tme n t 
officials in connection with decisions involving the application of the Independent Counsel Act 
to campaign finance related matters, including memos that address the Independent Counsel Act- 
related aspects of the Freeh and La Bella memoranda.” The Committee consulted with the 
Department in drafting the language in order to capture the Freeh and La Bella memoranda, other 
related memoranda drafted by Department officials, and all attachments to such memoranda. I 
was surprised to learn that, in response to the May 3, 2000, subpoena, the De pa r tm ent planned to 
produce at least one memorandum pertaining to the Department's investigation of a politically 
motivated and spurious allegation leveled against me. Your staff indicated that the document 
may somehow be related to $59 1(c)(2) of the Independent Counsel Act Nevertheless, this 
planned production raises several important questioos. 

As you know, the Department has what you have described as a “long standing policy” 
against releasing information related to open cases, much less internal deliberative memoranda. 

A memorandum i mp roperly distributed by a member of your staff over a year ago indicated tbit 
there was a dosing memorandum sent to Public Integrity on my case. The memo classified the 
allegation against me as “not yet closed, but likely to be short]/* and neither my counsel nor I 
have been informed that the Department's investigation of me has been closed. In fact, it 
appears to have been kept open artificially. Therefore, I was puzzled as to why you would make 
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an exception to the rule in this case. If you were intending to create an exception to your rule, 
there would be numerous other categories of documents that would be responsive to the 
Committee’s outstanding subpoenas, and I would expect to receive those as well. Needless to 
say, beyond the fact that the memorandum in question is related to an open case, I certainly 
would not want to receive a memorandum that was related to my open case. The subpoena was 
not written with that intent. My staff consulted with the Department in order to request the 
narrow category of documents in which the Committee was interested for purposes of oversight. 

I also note that the Department did not propose to produce any documents relating to 
open or closed investigations of other Members of Congress, which also might have some 
tangential connection to §59 1(c)(2). The Department has been aware for some time that the 
Committee would be holding a bearing about its implementation of the Independent Counsel 
statute. The fact that you would wait until the evening before the hearing to deliver a document 
related to an open case on the Chairman of the Committee raises suspicions. Perhaps any 
suspicions would have been allayed had you indicated that the Department was delivering all 
documents relating to investigations of Members of Congress, including those that remain open. 
However, you did not do that. Indeed, you appear to have targeted only me. 

As significant, you mobilized your political surrogates at 5:10 p.m. the night before a 
hearing that involves documents over which you were held in contempt (the first time in U.S. 
history an Attorney General has been held in contempt by Congress.) In fact, the Department’s 
timing reminds me of other instances in which the Department’s decisions appeared to be based 
on pure politics. The Department opened its investigation of roe at the same time that 1 was 
assuming the Chairmanship of the Committee that would be investigating the allegations of 
campaign finance improprieties. The Department based its investigation on an unsupported 
allegation from a former high-level Democratic National Committee official - a man with no 
evidence and a serious political ax to grind. In addition, the very week I issued the first 
subpoena to the Department of Justice, my campaign conuni ttee received a subpoena from the 
Justice Department asking for five years of my campaign records. Just as in this latest example 
of the Department’s eagerness to deliver a memorandum relating to me, the timing is suspect It 
would appear as though the Department were trying to intimidate me by suggesting that it would 
be releasing a investigative memorandum related to me. As you are aware, two years ago 1 first 
stated that the campaign finance matter should be handled by an independent counsel. I 
specifically stated that I would welcome a neutral, non-partisan investigation of the allegations 
against me. You chose to take a different path. I do, however, object to the overtly political way 
in which you resuscitate the allegations Against me whenever it suits your political needs. 

Finally, when the legislative Affairs attorney was asked about the production of this 

memo, and how it was relevant to the Committee subpoena, he was at a loss for a credible 
answer. He first responded that it was related to the campaign finance task force investigation. 
My staff pointed out that our subpoena related only to independent counsel matters. The 
attorney then called my staff bade and mentioned that there was a provision in the Independent 
Counsel Act that related to members of Congress. However, he still could not explain why 
deliberative process memoranda on open cases would be produced, except to say that the memo 
did not contain any material that would "hurt the case.” Nor could he explain why, out of the 
entire universe of documents pertaining to Members of Congress, only one — involving me — 
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was to be produced. I was even more troubled by his next comment. When asked about the 
decision making process on the memoranda to be produced and who was responsible, your 
attorney described the document production process as, “people rooting through boxes and 
pulling out documents.” That description does not inspire confidence in the manner in which 
you are responding to Congressional subpoenas. 

Your tactics appear to be designed to intimidate and embarrass. I find them to be, as was 
once said of the contortions within the campaign finance investigation, “unseemly.” I assure 
you, that there is no wav that 1 will be intimidated, so you might as well quit trying. Please 
inform roe, by June 9, 2000, of all individuals involved in the decision to produce documents, 
pertaining to my case, to this Committee. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 
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U S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Antent Attorney General Washing**. D.C 20530 

June 6, 2000 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chamnan 

Committee cm Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in continuing response to your subpoenas ofMarch 22, 2000, and May 3,2000. 
Enclosed you will find copies onintenriew summaries responsive to Item 2 of your subpoena. 
These interview summaries (Bates numbers FBI-CF-00335 * FBLCF-00429) constitute the 
second priority identified in your letter of April 12, 2000. The first priority Interview summaries 
(Bates numbers FBI-CF-001 56 - FBLCF-00334) were provided on May 26, 2000. Also enclosed 
is an additional interview summary for a November 1 1, 1998 interview of Vice President Gore 
(Bates numbersPBl-TRlE-04221 - FBI-TRIE-04225). We expect to provide the final set of 
interview summaries in die near future. Finally, we are enclosing additional memoranda (Bates 
numbers DOJ-P-01420 - DOJ-P-01539; DOHC-00544 - DOJ-IC-00557) responsive to you May 
3 subpoena. 


Please contact me if you have any additional questions concerning fins matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


Enclosures 

cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 




ONWOVinVU 


June 8, 2000 


Doris Meissner 
Commissioner 

Immigration A Naturalization Service 
425 1 Street, N. W. 

Room 7100 

Washington, D.C 20536 
Dear Commissioner Meissner: 

Pursuant to its authority under Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, 
the Committee on Government Reform hereby requests certain records. 

The C o mmit tee requests all records relating to the Permanent Resident card or 
Green card, including the date or dates such cards were surrendered, of the following 
individuals: 

A. James Tjajaha Riady, D.03. and 

B- Aiken Riady (Uul Unawtd Hambali), D.O-B.,g^^ 

Piettc produce the responsive records by Thursday. June 22, 2000. If you have 

any questions, please contact Counsel Jim Schumann at (202) 223-5074. Hwnkyoufcr 

your attention to this nutter. 



cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
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ONE HUNDRED 80CTH CONGRESS 

Congress of ttjetHm'teb Stated 

$0Kftvf lUpratcntatibeb 

COMIMTTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFOfM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Bulomo 
Washmotcm. OC 20515-6143 




June 9, 2000 


Guile Todd 

United States Depmtment of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 
Suite 2216 

Washington, DC. 20530 

Dor Mr. Todd: 


This letter responds to your request for additional information about Joseph M. 
Gersten. The Committee’s document request of May 31, 2000, asked for a response by 
June 14, 2000. Given your good faith inquiry regarding methods of identifying 
information relevant to the Committee’s request, please disregard the previous d e a dlin e 
and attempt to compljnvith die Committee's request by June 23, 2000. 


Mr. Gersten was a prominent politician in die Miami area during die 1980s and 
early 1990s. He served as a Dade County Commissioner and announced a candidacy fir 
Mayor of Dade County, ho April of 1 992, allegations emerged against Mr. Gersten that 
led ultimately to his being held in civil contempt during legal proceedings in the Miami 
M. It is also entirely possible that the Federal Bureau of Investigation conducted scene 
form of investigation of Mr. Gersten relating to a dispute over bond financin g and ^ 
regarding a drug test Mr. Gersten's FBI Fite hfamber for one matter may be 

It * nay undemanding that Assistant United States Attorney Richard 
Gregorio, of the Southern District of Florida, may have had some involvement in legal 
matters pertaining to Mr. Genten. 

If you have uy additional questions, please do not hesitate to contact me directly. 


«*» « - 

omccray. 




iCWilaoo 
f Counsel 


1745 


Ofr'db/OO FRI 19:19 FAI 

© 


KI002 


VS. Department of Justice 
Office of Legisletive Affairs 


Wttkhgto*. DiC J0SS6 


June 9. 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Gover nm ent Reform 
US. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Pear Mr. Chairman: 

This is is response to your letter dated June 6, 2000, concerning the Department’s 
response to your May 3, 2000 subpoena. 

In the course of the Department’s continuing review of documents in connection with the 
Committee’s May 3 subpoena, we determined lint a document concerning alleged campaign 
finance violations was responsive to the Committee’s subpoena because it was a memorandum 
"sent to the Attorney General or senior Justice Department officials in connection with decisions 
involving the application of the Indepcndait Counsel Act to campaign finance related mitten, 

including memos that address flat Independent Counsel Act-related aspects of die Frcch-I aBrllt 
** 


We contacted Committee staff on Monday afternoon to advise than that die Dep ar t m e n t 
would be producing additional documents to the Committee that evening. During that same call 
we finther advised the Committee that one of the documents we expected to produce was a 
memorendum to the Attorney General concerning you. That advisement, intende d es a oouKteey, 
has been characterized otherwise. Later, your staff called the Department bade and raised certain 
questions regarding die p ropriety of p roducing that document We adv ie cd that we would not 
produce the document until those issues were jmolved. 

We have resolved those issues. We have confirmed that the allegations that are discussed 
in the memorandam were the subject of a decision under the Independent Counsel Act and 
therefore that die memorandum » responsive to your subpoena. We Jariber have confirmed that 
production of the memorandum would not harm any pending investigation -which is the 
; standard we have spplied to all other documents responsive to the Conunittoe*s subpocot for 
Independent Comirel-retod mmicmiM. The Department, however, need not pfodnoe intend 
1 documents that are not needed by flic Committee. We would be happy to pwmit the Committee 
1 to review the document that was dfoenssed with year staff so the! yon can advise us whether you 
1 would Mob the Depa rt men t formally to produce it 



u«/ify/uu mi i»:zu m 


We regret that our courtesy to your office has been characterized otherwise. 


LUJ tde~ 

Robert Rabat 


ck The Hoootablc Hewy Wan 

Rankfag Mhiosiiy Member 
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VS. Dffrt»r1 rfJbrib 

Federal Bufetu of Investigation 


Wm+h+m, DC m 35 

June 14 , 2000 


Honorable Dan Burton 

Chairman, Committee on Government Reform 
House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

Dear Mr . Chairman : 

Your recent correspondence to Director Freeh requesting 
FBI records relating to Mr. Joseph M. Gersten was referred to me 
for response. Our Legal Attache in Canberra has been contacted 
to ascertain the information being sought by the Committee. A 
further reply will be sent as expeditiously as possible. 


Sincerely yours. 



Office of Public and 
Congressional Affairs 


rm/oo j 
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UJS. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Washington, DC. 20530 
June 15, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in further response to your letter dated June 6, 2000, concerning the Department’s 
response to your May 3, 2000 subpoena, and the June 12, 2000 telephone inquiry by Mr. Wilson 
of die Committee staff. 

The Department would only consider appointment of an independent counsel for a 
Member of Congress under exceptional circumstances, such as a potential conflict of interest. 

The Department’s consideration of an independent counsel to handle the allegations referred to in 
your letter came at a time when the issue of a possible contempt citation for the Attorney General 
was before your Committee. This prompted the Attorney General, in order to avoid any 
suggestion of a conflict of interest, to recuse herself from this matter, and also led to 
consideration by senior Department officials of whether appointment of an independent counsel 
was in the public interest in this specific instance. A decision was made not to appoint an 
independent counsel in this instance. 

We hope that this answers your question concerning the matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 


Executive Office far United States Attorneys 
Freedom of Infomation/Frivacy Act Unit 


600 E Street, N.W., Room 7100 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
202-616-6757 Fax 202-616-6478 


JW 1 9 2000 


Request Number: 00-1925 

Requester : DAN BURTON 

Subject : JOSEPH GERSTBN/FLS 


The Executive Office for United States Attorneys (EOUSA) has 
received your Freedom of Information Act/ Privacy Act (FOIA/PA) 
request. It has been assigned the above number. Please give us 
tfrjg number i.f_you write about your reqyggt. If we need 
additional information, we will contact you within two weeks. 

Your request will be placed in the order in which it was 
received for processing, unless it is a very large request 
(Project Request) . Then, it will be placed in a separate group 
of Project Requests, which are also processed in the order 
received. 

EOUSA makes every effort to process most requests within a 
month (20 working days) . There are some exceptions, for example. 
Project Requests take approximately nine months to process. 
Requests for all information about myself in criminal case files 
are Project Requests. If you have made such a request, you may 
either write us and narrow your request for specific items, or we 
will consider that you have agreed to a due date of nine months 
from the date of this letter. 

By making a FOIA/PA request, you have agreed to pay fees up 
to $25, as stated in 28 CFR 116.3(c). 

Sincerely, 

LM- C~ 

L Suzanne Little 
' Assistant Director 

FOIA/PA Utlit 


Fora Ho. 001 * ft/99 
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U.S« Department ef Jnstice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C 20530 

JUN 20 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Rep re se nt atives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Chairman Burton: 

This in response to your telephone conversation with Associate Deputy Attorney General 
Craig S. Iscoe, in which you inquired about the mechanisms generally available to the 
government to secure the presence of witnesses at trial and specifically what efforts were taken 
by the Campaign Financing Task Force to secure the appearance of two witnesses, Venerable 
Man Ho and Venerable Yi Chu,at the Washington, D.C., trial of Maria Hsia. 

The normal procedure for securing the presence of a witness at a criminal trial is to serve 
the witness with a subpoena which directs the witness to appear at a specified date and time to 
give testimony. In the majority of cases, subpoenaed witnesses comply with the order and appear 
as required, and no further efforts are necessary to secure their testimony. Generally, unless there 
is a basis to believe drat a subpoena will not be honored by a witness, use of more restrictive 
methods are not available. 

If, however, it appears that a subpoena will not be sufficient to secure a witness’ 
appearance, the government (or the defense) can petition the court to issue a material witness 
warrant, so that the witness can be arrested. Material witness warrants are authorized by 
statute, 18 U.S.C. § 3144, based on a showing of probable cause that the testimony of the witness 
is material to die trial, and that it may be impracticable to secure the witness’ presence by 
subpoena. To obtain the arrest warrant for a witness, the government bears the burden of 
demonstrating to the district court a factual basis for believing that the wifeless either cannot be 
served with a subpoena or will refuse to honor one. There is no provision under the law for 
issuing a material witness warrant simply as a precautionary measure to ensure an important 
witness’ availability for trial. 

If a witness is arrested pursuant to a material witness warrant, the judge has limited 
authority to detain the witness. In order to have a witness held in custody pending trial, the party 
seeking detention must demonstrate: (1) that die witness’ testimony cannot be preserved by 
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deposition; and (2) that a "failure of justice" will result if the witness is released. When 
prosecution witnesses are detained, the government must make a biweekly report to the court 
identifying each witness who has been held in custody for more than ten days and specifying why 
such witness should not be released with or without the taking of a deposition. 

If there are concerns that a witness may suddenly become unavailable prior to trial, the 
witness can be deposed in order to preserve the testimony. However, this is not a measure a 
prosecutor would ordinarily undertake unless there is reason to believe the witness might become 
unavailable in the future, such as due to the witness’ advanced age or life-threatening illness. 

In the Hsia case, the two witnesses in question, Venerable Man Ho and Venerable Yi 
Chu, were both served with subpoenas for the original September 18, 1998, trial date. Prior to 
that trial date, as you are aware, the District Judge dismissed most of the indictment and the 
government appealed. The government sought and obtained from the District Judge an order 
directing these witnesses that the subpoenas previously served upon them remained “in full force 
and effect” until the appeal was resolved and the case actually went to trial. Hie witnesses were 
thus under a continuing duty to be available for trial. 

After the Court of Appeals reversed the District Court’s decision and reinstated the 
indictment, the District Judge, in September 1999, set a trial date of January 18,2000. On 
November 18, 1999, the prosecutors notified counsel for these witnesses, via letter, of the new 
trial date. On December 30, 1999, defense counsel contacted the prosecutors assigned to this 
case and expressed for the first time that his clients were reluctant to testify. Defense counsel 
represented that his clients would be filing motions to quash the subpoenas that were in effect 
requiring their testimony. The motions to quash the subpoena were not made until shortly before 
the trial date and were denied by the trial court, which directed the witnesses to appear. When 
the witnesses failed to appear by January 28, the court issued bench warrants for their arrest By 
that time, both Venerable Yi Chu and Venerable Man Ho had already returned to Taiwan. 

Prior to the indication from defense counsel on December 30, 1999, that the two 
witnesses were reluctant to testify, the government had reason to believe they would honor their 
trial subpoenas. Both witnesses had signed cooperation agreements with the government and had, 
in fact, been cooperative during the investigation phase of this case. Both witnesses testified 
twice before the grand jury and both had testified before Congress. At the time die subpoenas 
were served. Venerable Yi Chu was a naturalized United States citizen and Venerable Man Ho 
had applied for naturalization; neither had given any indication that they would flee the country 
to avoid testifying at trial; In short, there were no foots that the government could have 
articulated in support of a request for a material witness warrant prior to their departure to 
Taiwan. 
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In addition, the government was not aware of any reason prior to December 30, 1999, for 
requesting that these two cooperating witnesses voluntarily relinquish their passports. The 
Department does not ordinarily ask witnesses, especially cooperating witnesses, to relinquish 
their passports prior to trial. 

We hope that this information responds to your concerns. If we may be of further 
assistance on this or any other matter, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Sincerely, 

V Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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Subpoena Duces Tecum 

fflp &utf)oritp of tbe %ou8t of ftepreftntattoe* of tfje 
Congrestf of tfjc ©rnteti Stated of America 




You are hereby commanded to produce the things identified on the attached schedule before the 

....JEaU Committee on Qoy&zxmnnn. Mf&m 

of the House of Representatives of the United States, of which the Hon. .P&R..8UX£.<?& 

is chairman, by producing such things in Room ...2.15.7. of the 

Bayfeuim Building in the city of Washington, on 

...July. JfoJtu..2QQQ at the hour of ....5xQ0Wl 

To ....J^ria.diA..Xambui:xi..Qt..US..Max^Jhal..Serylc.e 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 

„XK*QQ0 


Chairman. 



Attest: 

Clerk. 
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Tenth # and t 4 Const it u t ion # Avenue A NW 
Washington^ DC..20530 


before the Committee on the 
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T i v (l a ben 
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dmd. 


House of Representatives 


CFO: 1991 51-013 (me) 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


United States Department of Justice 
Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 
Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record’s Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chief Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 

Definitions and Instructions 


(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the word "record” or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched; taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or “records" shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer" or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
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and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to which 
you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have put in 
storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present 

(4) The conjunctions “or" and "and" are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

Subpoenaed Items 

Please provide the Committee with the following records: 

1. All e-mail messages regarding the appointment of an independent counsel or the 

independent counsel decisionmaking process for campaign fundraising violations in the 1996 
election cycle sent or received by any of the following individuals: 

a. Any personnel in the Public Integrity Section, including, but not limited to, Lee 
Radek; 

b. Any personnel on the Campaign Financing Task Force, including, but not limited 
to, Laura Ingersoll, Charles La Bella, and David Vicinanzo; 

c. Any personnel in the office of the Attorney General, including, but not limited to. 
Attorney General Reno; 

d. Any personnel in the office of the Deputy Attorney General, including, but not 
limited to. Deputy Attorney General Holder and Robert Litt; 

e. Assistant Attorney General James Robinson; 
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f. Deputy Assistant Attorney General Mark Richard; 

g. Deputy Assistant Attorney General Michael Horowitz; 

h. FBI Director Louis Freeh; and 

i. FBI General Counsel Larry Parkinson. 

2. All records relating to any investigation, consideration, or examination of the 
possible appointment of an independent counsel for Vice President Gore from 1996. 


3 



1758 



onc HUNoneo somi oonowss 

Congress of tfje ®ntteb grates 

fcoott of iReprrteirtflttbrt 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Ofrcc Bukxxmgi 
Washington, DC 20515-8143 



June 2ft, 2000 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Dep a rtmen t of Justice 
Washington, D.C 20530 

Dear General Reno: 

Given your obdurate refusal to follow the advice of FBI Director Louis Freeh, 
Task Force Special Agent in Charge James DeSamo, and Campaign Financing Task 
Force heads Charles La Bella and Robert Conrad, your decision to refrain from 
appointing a special counsel to investigate allegations of intimidation and obstruction of 
justice in the White House e-mail matter was not unexpected. Unfortunately, however, 
your decision opens the Justice Department to additional criticism and further scrutiny. 

I suggested a special counsel for reasons similar to my request for an independent 
counsel in the Campaign Finance matter. In short, given the historical performance of 
your Justice De pa rtment in investigations involving foe White House, 1 had serious 
concerns that foe e-mail investigation would not be as thorough and in de pendent as this 
matter requires. In the three months since 1 called for a special counsel Getter attached), 
your subordinates have not acted to dispel my concerns. Let me grve you an example. 
Whenever we interview witnesses, we ask whether they have been interviewed by foe 
Department of Justice or the Office of Independent Counsel. The following is a list of . 
witnesses who had not been interviewed by the Justice Department and the date that the 
Committee learned foey had not been interviewed: 


Sally Paxton 
MicheBe Peterson 
JabnPodeata 
Virginia Apuzzo 
JoeVasta 
Jim De Wire 
Dorothy Cleat 
Nell Doering 
Adam Greenstone 


June 22, 2000 
June ft, 2000 
May 30,2000 
May 24, 2000 
June 26, 2000 
June 15, 2000 
May 15, 2000 
May 26, 2000 
May 22, 2000 


l 
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Joseph Kouba May 12, 2000 

Christina VanFossan May 31, 2000 

Quite obviously, it is possible that they have now been interviewed. Nevertheless, it 
strikes me as somewhat odd that you would allow three or four months to pass before 
interviewing critically important individuals such as Sally Paxton, Michelle Peterson, 
John Podesta, Virginia Apuzzo, Joe Vasta, and Jim DeWire. Doubtless there are others 
not on this list, and I have chosen to omit from the list individuals interviewed by the 
Committee in March and April of this year (even though most of those individuals had 
not been interviewed either). 

As you are aware, I have been critical that the Justice Department neglected to ask 
the President questions about foreign money in 1996, 1997, 1998, or 1999. I quite simply 
do not understand how you would tolerate such an investigation. I have also been critical 
that the Justice Department elected to refrain from asking the Vice President about the 
Hsi Lai Temple event for almost four years. It now appears that there is a similar 
reluctance to move forward vigorously with the e-mail investigation. Having been a 
prosecutor, you are well aware ofthe importance of moving swiftly to obtain testimony 
and documents. Although you frequently say that you will follow the evidence wherever 
it leads, there is frequently nothing to follow because you have not asked questions or 
requested documents. There is no clearer reason to appoint a special counsel to examine 
campaign finance matters than the fact that the Justice Department appears to be giving 
preferential treatment to the White House. Indeed, the only other explanation for failing 
to obtain documents from the White House on this matter is incompetence, and that 
hardly seems like a strong argument to avoid appointing a special counsel. 

In the e-mail investigation, as in the Hsi Lai Temple matter or the President’s 
close proximity to illegal foreign money, there appears to be no real effort to move 
expeditiously. Under normal circumstances, I would defer to the strategies of your career 
lawyers and I would have no reason to observe when you are talking to various potential 
witnesses. As we have seen in the campaign finance investigation, however, these are 
not normal ciicumstances. Indeed, there is a clear contrast between the speed of your 
actions when there is a need for damage control and the speed of your actions when a 
politically embarrassing situation arises. Consider the following: 

• When it was reported last week that Robert Conrad had requested a special counsel to 
investigate possible instances of perjury by the Vice President, the Justice Department 
was cotnplicit in the Vice President’s release of a transcript of his most recent 
interview, and all documents referenced in that interview. This contrasts to your 
response when this Committee subpoenaed the same information on April 25, 2000. 
You told us that “disclosure of matters involving an open investigation would hurt 
that investigation and seriously interfere with the efforts of career prosecutors and 
career FBI agents to enforce federal law.” One can only speculate as to what 
changed between this high-minded rationale for denying the Congressional request 
and the Vice President’s desperate need for help in effecting his damage control 
strategy. Simply put, the question is why would you fail to comply with a 
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Congressional subpoena for documents that you have handled in such a way that a 
witness can share them with others under investigation or release to the public? 

• When there was a public disclosure regarding Robert Conrad’s purported request for 
a special counsel, it was immediately announced that Task Force attorneys would be 
polygraphed. The same was not required of Lee Radek, Eric Holder, or Richard 
Scruggs during previous leak investigations. (Indeed, in the case of your friend Mr. 
Scruggs, your Department found that he leaked sensitive information in order to make 
you look good in a book, but did little to discipline him.) 

• When it was advantageous to investigate me on the basis of uncorroborated 
information provided by a former Democratic National Committee official, you 
compelled people to go before a grand jury within one week. This contrasts 
dramatically with the almost four years it took to ask the Vice President questions 
about the Hsi Lai Temple fundraiser. 

• When a ftJR tape shedding light on the Waco tragedy emerged, you dispatched U.S. 
Marshals to seize the tape from the FBI headquarters the same day. 

• When you found an embarrassing tidbit of information in the FBI interview of a 
former member of Congress, you had no qualms about moving to release the 
information expeditiously, hi fact, your subordinates even gave the information to 
John Huang so he could criticize Congress in a public hearing. 

There are many such examples! Each, in its own way, stands for the proporition that the 
Justice Department is a place where justice takes a back seat to politics. Indeed, if you 
contrast these actions with the nearly four-year delay in asking the Vice President about 
the Hsi Lai Temple event, it is easy to understand why I am so concerned. 

Apart from your reluctance to interview witnesses, there is also another aspect of 
your investigation that is very troubling. On June 23, 2000, the Committee received 
documents relating to the failure of the Vice President’s office to manage e-mail records. 
The documents received are extremely important, and I note that the Justice Department 
was also provided copies of the documents we received on June 23, 2000. This leads me 
to believe that your lawyers failed to act independently to compel production of tire Vice 
President’s documents. Indeed, when we learned of the existence of these documents, the 
Justice Department had not even spoken with die witness who informed us of the new 
information. 

I can only speculate as to when you would have gotten around to asking the 
relevant questions. If the Hsi Lai Temple investigation is any guide, your lawyers would 
have gotten around to compelling answers to the question of where the documents were 
in appro x im ately January of 2004. That date may seem fanciful, yet it is as far from the 
discovery that there were documents discussing the Vice President’s e-mail problems as 
the Vice President’s questioning was from the first reports of the Hsi Lai Temple 
fundraiser. 
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I am struck by the apparent failure of the Justice Department to follow up on this 
matter. It was clear, however, that the White House only produced the documents 
because the Committee discovered their existence and asked for them specifically. 
Apparently, a valid Congressional subpoena was not good enough - asking for categories 
of documents yielded nothing, even though White House lawyers knew that they had 
information that should be turned over to Congress. It certainly appears that your 
lawyers would not have obtained the documents produced on June 23, 2000, but for the 
efforts of this Committee. That is far from acceptable. It leads to the more-than- 
reasonable conclusion that you are moving slowly on matters that involve the Vice 
President. 

Another related matter of some importance is the revelation in the recently 
produced documents that “The OVP memorandum regarding the Vice President's 
computer problems has been cleared with Cheryl Mills' office.” Given the paucity of 
interviews conducted by your subordinates, you may not be aware that Cheryl Mills is a 
central figure in the e-mail investigation. White House Counsel Charles Ruff explained 
the initial e-mail problem to her in 1 998 when he first learned of it She was in charge of 
determining the extent of the problem and whether there were any ramifications for 
document production. As we now know, Ms. Mills — by incompetence or design — may 
have prevented a number of investigative bodies, inducting Congress, the Justice 
Department, and Independent Counsels, from receiving subpoenaed documents. Indeed, 
any conclusion on any matter under investigation is suspect until the White House 
finishes its costly e-mail reconstruction project and produces documents relevant to 
earlier document requests. Having conducted interviews of Ms. Mills’ subordinates, it is 
clear that Ms. Mills is the central figure in terms of the White House Counsel’s Office 
failure to solve the e-mail problems or its failure to notify interested parties that 
documents were not being produced. 

Perhaps Ms. Mills really was the only person in the White House at the time who 
was unable to understand the problem. Perhaps she is only guilty of incompetence. 
However, Cheryl Mills does not have a good record when it comes to the production of 
documents to investigative bodies. In 1995, a gym bag full of sensitive documents 
relating to Waco and Vincent Foster were stolen from Ms. Mills’ car. In 1996, Ms. Mills 
argued that it might be racist to return the illegal contributions Charlie Trie had funnelled 
from a Buddhist cult to the President’s legal defense fund. In 1997, Ms. Mills failed to 
produce a central piece of evidence pertaining to the investigation of tire White House 
database. A recently published book also has disclosed that Ms. Mills argued that 
President Clinton should invoke Executive Privilege over the sessions in which he 
coached Betty Currie about upcoming testimony. Given Ms. Mills’ track record 
regarding disclosure of infonnation, she should obviously be a major focus of the 
Department’s attention. 

What troubles me the most with your investigation is that the Justice Department 
has already investigated Ms. Mills for failure to produce documents in a different case - 
the White House Database case and it has given her a free pass. Now it is apparent that 
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you art (fragging your feet on another investigation that involves Ms. Mills. It would 
seem to me that the emerging pattern and practice of failure to produce documents that 
seems to be tied closely to Ms. Mills would at least merit an aggressive investigation. Of 
course, Ms. Mills’ conduct had far-reaching effects on the campaign finance 
investigation, as well as other investigations. 

In addition to the investigative laxity regarding Ms. Mills, 1 am also concerned by 
new information produced to die Committee on June 23, 2000, that indicates that the 
Justice Department was told about die Vice President’s e-mail problems in early 1999. ha 
a draft May 3, 1 999, memorandum to Virginia Apuzzo, Assistant to the President, the 
Associate Director of the Information Systems and Technology section of the White 
House Office of Administration states: “Department of Justice was notified by the Office 
of Administration, General Counsel about the loss of the Vice President’s E-mail files.” 
As I have pointed out before, the Justice Department has a serious conflict. Not only are 
you investigating your own political party’s candidate for the presidency, you are 
investigating your own lawyers. Many questions naturally follow this new revelation. 

For example: 

• Did your subordinates notify the Task Force? 

• Did your subordinates have an ethical responsibility to notify Congress? 

• Did your subordinates notify the Independent Counsels? 

• Should your subordinates have relied on attorney-client privilege as a rationale for not 
informing the Campaign Financing Task Force, Congress, or independent counsels 
about foe failure to search e-mail records at the White House, is the crime-fraud 
exception to the attorney-client privilege implicated? 

• Did your own subordinates work to keep this matter from public prominence, which 
in turn would have had a negative impact on civil litigation? 

• Now that you know about this matter, do you feel personally comfortable in 
omductingthis investigation, given the centrality of this issue to your own political 
party’s candidate for the presidency? 

• Given the reality that any practical decisions made regarding bow to proceed with this 
investigation will necessarily involve a trade-off between moving forward vigorously 
now to preserve evidence and testimony, and leaving the matter until after the 
presidential election, should you be in charge of makmg that decision? 

These are important questions, and your approach to answering them will be of great 
consequence to die success - or continued Mure -of the e-mail investigation. 

In short, die failure to move swiftly on die e-mail matter, ami the failure to follow 
significant factual developments, can only be seen as an extension of failures in the 
campaign finance investigation. If you don’t ask questions, and if you don’t subpoena 
documents, you don’t get answers to questions. Even if you have excuses for why the 
Justice Department prosecutors did not interview witnesses in a timely fashion, you 
cannot successfully explain away the appearance that something is wrong. Furthermore, 
it should be a personal embarrassment for you to have to rely mi such flimsy excuses. 

Just as with the failure to ask the Vice President about the Hsi Lai Temple event until 
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April of 2000, it is not reassuring to seethe same pattern of inattention to detail in the e- 
mail case. 

Now that you have elected not to appoint a special counsel to investigate the e~ 
mail matter, it is my fervent hope that you will at least request your subordinates to move 
with more dispatch. I have frequently beard you say that you will go wherever evidence 
takes you. The surest way to guarantee inactivity, however, is to refrain from collecting 
evidence. While I am aware that your lawyers have talked to some individuals, they have 
been far from diligent Indeed, just two days ago, a witness with significant probative 
information informed the Committee that he had not been interviewed by the Justice 
Department. Therefore, 1 request, in the strongest terms possible, that you order your 
staff to commence a serious investigation of possible obstruction of justice and 
intimidation. 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Hairy A. Waxman 

United States District Judge Royce C. Lambeith 

Louis Freeh, Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 

Independent Counsel Robert Ray 

Independent Counsel Ralph Lancaster 

Independent Counsel Donald Smaltz 

Independent Counsel David Barrett 

Independent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce 

Independent Counsel Curtis Von Kann 

Members, Committee on Government Reform 
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ONE HUMMED SIXTH CONGRESS 


Congress of fyt <Hntteb States 

Jjtoiutt of iltprttftnutibetf 


COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 

uuomtv amvnoH 

kfc~0«T, <2B)3»-W»t 


July 7, 2000 



The Honorable Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 
Office of Legislative Affairs 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 


Dear Mr. Raben: 

The Committee on Government Reform has been investigating the Justice Department's 
handling of a POIA appeal relating to a Japanese citizen named Nobuo Abe. The Committee has 
issued two subpoenas to the Department in connection with this investigation, and has received a 
number of documents. As part of this investigation. Committee staff recently questioned 
Rebdcafa Poston, a friend of the Attorney Genera) who was involved in the FOIA appeal. Dining 
the interview. Committee staff questioned Ms. Poston about certain documents the Committee 
had received from the Justice Department. Upon seeing one Justice D epar t m e n t document, 
Eduardo Palmer, Ms. Poston's lawyer, stated *1 think we got copies of these documents through 
normal procedures." 

After the interview. Committee majority staff asked minority staff if they had provided 
any subpoenaed documents to Mr. Palmer or Ms. Poston, and they stated that they had not 
Therefore, if Mr. Palmer's statement was accurate, and he had received copies of the documents 
the Committee subpoenaed ihm the Justice Dep ar t m e n t, it appears possible that the documents 
were provided to Mr. Palmer by the Justice De partm e n t. I am unaware «f any policy or protocol 
by which Ms. Poston would properly receive these documents. However, I hope that Mr. Palmer 
was merely mistaken, and has never received any documents from the Justice Department. 1 
would appreciate a response from your staff indicating wbe&er Mr. Palmer or Ms. Poston have 
ever received any documents from the Justice Department relating to the Committee's 
investigation of Ms. Poston. 


Sincerely, 

)r c ‘ 

JaigesC Wilson 
Chief Counsel 


at- 


cc: Kenneth Balfen, Minority Chief Investigative Counsel 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Washington, D.C 20530 


July 10, 2000 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of May 31, 2000, seeking all documents in the 
possession of this Department relating to Mr. Joseph M. Gersten. 

Attached are transcripts from two recent trials in which there was testimony concerning 
Mr. Gersten. We also have identified a number of additional records pertinent to you- request. 
We appreciate the offer of your staff to discuss these materials and possibly to narrow your 
request. 


We look forward to working with your staff 1o provide information that meets your 

needs. 


Sincerely, 



Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Hemy Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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ONE HUMMED SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje tHniteb States! 

$ou*c of Itepretfmtattori 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Ravuurn House Office Buecxng 
Washington, DC 20615-6143 




July 12, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Honorable Beth Nolan, Esq. 

Counsel to the President 
The White House 
1 600 Pennsylvania Avenue 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

RE: Appointment ofa Special Master to Supervise Production of E-Mails 

Under S ubpoena 


Dear Madam Attorney General and Counsel to the President Nolan: 

I write to suggest that you support the appointment of a Special Master to 
siqrervise production of e-mail communications currently under subpoena. 

As you are aware, the White House not only failed to produce information 
contained in e-mail communications, it also failed to notify all interested parties that there 
was a universe of documents that was not even being searched for responsiveness to 
subpoenas from Congress, Independent Counsels, and the Alexander plaintiffs. As you 
are also aware, tbe Department of Justice is currently on both sides of the sane case - it 
is appearing in court to represent the White House, and it is conducting a criminal 
investigation of intimidation and obstruction of justice in the e-mail matter. At the very 
minimum, this presents a significant conflict of interest 

Of greater importance, however, is the fact that tbe White House has made 
representations in federal district court and before Congress that do not appear to be 
accurate. The Committee is concerned by the inability of the White House to adhere to 
its representation dial copying of the first batch ofbackup tapes was to begin in June of 
2000. This rep re sen tation was provided to a federal district court judge on June 2, 2000, 
and it was provided to this Committee by the Counsel to tbe President at a March 30, 
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2000, hearing. Although the White House has failed to apprise Congress of the status of 
the e-mail reconstruction project - notwithstanding a realistic expectation, based on 
assurances by the White House, that some documents would have been produced by now 
- it appears that there is a significant delay in the reconstruction process. Of particular 
concern to this Committee is that, just as the White House failed to notify the Committee 
in 1998 of its inability to search for documents responsive to subpoenas, the White House 
has also failed to communicate to Congress the present status of the e-mail reconstruction 
project. There can be little doubt that, as the Administration’s days grow shorter, the 
White House’s enthusiasm for completing this project will also wane. Accordingly, this 
Committee has no confidence that the White House will satisfy its obligations to produce 
information in a timely fashion. Furthermore, there is little confidence that even if the 
reconstruction is completed in the near future, there will be good faith compliance with 
the various outstanding document requests. 

For these reasons, I request that you support the appointment of a Special Master 
to oversee production of documents to Congress, Independent Counsels, and the 
Alexander plaintiffs. 


Sincerely, 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

The Honorable Royce C. Lamberth 
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ONE HUNDRED SIXTH CONGRESS 


Congress of tfje ®mteb States 
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2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515-6143 


AOMATt WMt.Jn.. Wf*l MAO MM 


CMKXVN •. MALONf V. «« rOAK 
BLSANOR HOOKS NOW ON. 

taSTNCTOFCCUABM 
chma fattak n nnstimna 


THOMAS H. ALUM MAMt 


July 13,2000 


Alan Gcrshcl, Esq. 

Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
Criminal Division 
c/o Office of Legislative Affairs 
United States Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20530 

Dear Mr. Gershel: 

Pursuant to Rules X and XI of the Rules of the House of Representatives, the Committee 
on Government Reform is holding a bearing entitled “Has the Department of Justice Given 
Preferential Treatment to the President and Vice President?” The hearing is scheduled for 
Thursday, July 20, 2000, in room 2154 of the Rayburn House Office Building at 1 :00 pm. 

] am requesting that you testify before the Committee regarding your knowledge of this 
matter. To this end, you will receive a Committee subpoena requiring your presence at this 
hearing. 

If you wish to make an opening statement, it is requested that you provide 100 copies of 
your written testimony to the Committee no later than 24 hours prior to the time of the hearing. 
Also, to facilitate printing of the hearing record, please provide a computer disk containing your 
— -testimoByt-Al Ihe-hearing we ask thaLyou^summarize^our-testimony-in Jive-minutes Jo allow . _ 
maximum time for discussion and questions. 

Under the Congressional Accountability Act, the House of Representatives must be in 
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Persons requiring special 
accommodations should contact Bob Briggs at 202/225-5074 at least four business days prior to 
the hearing. 



Please contact the Committee’s Chief Counsel, James C. Wilson, at 202/225-5074 if you 
have any questions or need additional information about the hearing. We appreciate your 
willingness to appear and look forward to your testimony. 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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Subpena to Testify (Hearing) 

0utf)oritj> of tfje %m$t of SUpregentatibetf of tfje 
Congress of tl )t 30ntteb Stated of America 


T 0 Alan Gershel, Deputy Asst. Attorney General, Criminal Division Serve: Ala n Gers 

You are hereby commanded to be and appear before the Full Committee on 

Govenm ent Reform of the House of Representatives 

of the United States, of which the Hon.. , paji .Bu r tgB is chairman, in 

Room 2157 of the... .Saybuxu Building in the city 

of Washington, on July 2Qth» 2QQQ , at the hour of LiQQPM 

then and there to testify touching matters of inquiry committed to said Committee; and you 
are not to depart without leave of said Committee. 

7b Maria P.la Tamburri or the PS Marshal Service. 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 

of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 
13th day of Ju *y fig 2000 



Chairman 


Attest: 

9f^ uu 

VjF.-h.rrt, />W 
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Sn hp wifl Inr Alan fle rahel. Deputy Asst. Attorney General, Criminal Division 

Serve: Alan Gershel 

Department of Justice. 950 Pennsylvania Avenue. NW 
Room 2110. Waahlneton. DC 20530 

before the Committee on the 

Government Reform 


Served. bv^: PtiTfewfa irYt 

TP ' dofon T a m f . 

Via frcsflmiie j ■ftfrlciKS RUtP 

nMjjoQ @ 4:6ftn 


.House of Representatives 


OPOcttM aWM 
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2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 



July 18, 2000 


Richard L. Huff, Esq. 

Co- Director, Office of Information and Privacy 
c/o John Tanner, Legislative Affairs 
United States Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20530 

Dear Mr. Huff: 

Pursuant to Rules X and XI of the Rules of the House of Representatives, the Committee 
on Government Reform is holding a hearing entitled "Felonies and Favors: a Friend of the 
Attorney General Gathers Information from the Justice Department” The hearing is scheduled 
for Thursday, July 27, 2000, in room 2154 of the Rayburn House Office Building at 10:00 am. 

1 am requesting that you testify before the Committee regarding your knowledge of this 
matter. To this end, you will receive a Committee subpoena requiring your presence at this 
hearing. 

If you wish to make an opening statement, it is requested that you provide 100 copies of 
your written testimony to the Committee no later than 24 hours prior to the time of the hearing. 
Also, to facilitate printing of the hearing record, please provide a computer disk containing your 
testimony. At the bearing we ask that you summarize your testimony in five minutes to allow 
maximum time for discussion and questions. Also, Rule 12 of the Committee on Government 
Reform requires that witnesses, “when appearing in a non-gover nm ental capacity, provide a 
curriculum vitae and a listing of any Federal Government grants and contracts received in the 
previous fiscal year." 

Under the Congressional Accountability Act, the House of Representatives most be in 
compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). Persons requiring special 
accommodations should contact Bob Briggs at 202/225-5074 at least four business days prior to 
the bearing. 
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Please contact the Committee’s Chief Counsel, James C. Wilson, at 202/225-5074 if you 
have any questions or need additional information about the hearing. We appreciate your 
willingness to appear and look forward to your testimony. 


Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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July 18, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney Genenl 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C 20530 


Dear Madam Attorney General: 

A very fang time ago I provided the Justice Department with what I believe to be 
significant infbnnatkn about Vice President Gore and his knowledge of important 
aspects of tbe 1996 campaign finance scandal. For some reason, you have chosen to 
ignore this infbnnatkm. It was my hope that you would follow up on tbe information 
provided. However, you have interviewed tbe Vice President five times and you have 
failed to ask a single question about this matter. Therefore, 1 fed compelled to raise this 
Issue once again. 

But for this Committee's subpoena to obtain interview tr an sc rip t s of die President 
and Vice President, die American people would not have learned about the Justice 
Department’s failure to ask die President about foreign money, or the failure to ask the 
Vice President about die Hat Lai Temple. But for this letter, tbe American people would 
not have learned that your Justice Department is completely di sin ter e s te d in asking a 
single question about what appears to be a suggestion by die Vice President to show 
illegally funded political advertisements to Indonesian billionaire James Riady. 

The new information that you have chosen to ignore is perhaps more deeply 
troubling than hoy of die information that has been publicly disclosed. The fact that your 
Campaign Finance Task Force chose not to ask the Vice Pres i dent about this mfonnatkm 
when it re-interv iew ed die Vice President earlier this year is astounding. There is no 
excuse for ignoring this evidence, just as there is no excuse for your waiting nearly four 
years to ask the President about foreign money or ask the Vice President about the Hsi 
Lai Temple. 


l 
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I provided the Justice Department ample time to ask questions about this new 
evidence and vour investigation did nothing. Therefore, let me explain again, so that at 
least there js a public record of your having been put on notice, why 1 am so concerned. 

After failing to comply with this Committee’s March 4, 1997, subpoena, the 
White House finally was forced to turn over video tapes of White House fundraising 
events. The White House provided poor quality VHS tapes of Beta recordings. Among 
the material produced by the White Housc was a video tape of a December ) 5, 1 995, 
White House coffee. The Committee recently subpoenaed the original Beta tape of the 
event, and the audio portion of this tape appears to indicate that Vice President Albert 
Gene, Jr. suggested that Democratic National Committee issue advertisements be played 
for Indonesian billionaire James Riady. The Vice President apparently states: 

We oughta, we oughta, we oughta show Mr. Riady the 
tapes, some of the ad tapes. 

Apart from the President, and perhaps some fundraisers, the only guest at this coffee who 
knew Mr. Riady was Indonesian gardener Arief Wiriadinata. His father-in-law was a 
partner of Mr. Riady and he illegally gave $455,000 to the Democratic National 
Committee in 1995 and 1996. Given the Vice President’s apparent location in the room - 
and the apparent location of Mr. Wiriadinata - it is a reasonable assumption that Vice 
President Gore was making this suggestion to Mr. Wiriadinata. It would indeed be 
extraordinary for the Vice President to suggest showing political issue advertisements to 
an Indonesian billionaire who lives in Jakarta, Indonesia. 

You should also be aware that - according to the Vice President’s recent sworn 
testimony -just four days before toe Vice President made this statement, he was in 
Chicago showing tapes of the issue advertisements “for the purpose of discussing the 
media fund with likely contributors. 9 * 1 thus, in the Vice President’s mind, there was a 
clear nexus between the political advertisements and political contributors. Thus, one 
logical conchirion is that the Vice President had an understanding that there was a benefit 
associated with showing Mr. Riady the issue advertisements. 

At a minimum, it is deeply disturbing that the Justice Department has failed to 
take this piece of potential evidence seriously. The Vice President has never been asked 
about this exchange. Fundamental fairness, it would seem, requires the Justice 
Department to at least ask questions to see if the Vice President did indeed suggest 
showing political advertisements to Mr. Riady. Furthermore, it is my hope that you will 
ask such questions in the near future, and not wait as long - three years and seven months 
- as it took to raise toe Hsi Lai Temple matter with the Vice President 

The apparent statement by the Vice President to Mr. Wiriadinata suggests certain 
basic questions that should have been asked at least three years ago: 

1. Did the Vice President make this suggestion to Mr. Wiriadinata? If so, why? 


1 Truscngrt of Campaign Favoring Task Force Interview with Vice President Albert A. Gore, Jr., 
November Jl, 1997. 
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2. Did Mr. Rrad/s money help pay for the Democratic National Committee issue 
. advertisements? 

3. Did Mr. Gore know anything about Mr. Riady’s campaign contributions and how 
they related to the issue advertisement campaign? 

4. In his Justice Department interview, the Vice President stated that he had seen 
James Riady only “twice in my life.” One of those times was in Malaysia and the 
other time was “when he was in Betty Currie's office preparing to go in to see the 
President with a couple of other people.” 2 The Vice President does not describe 
the type of relationship with Mr. Riady that would lead him to suggest a private 
screening of political advertisements in Jakarta, Indonesia. Therefore, if the Vice 
President made a suggestion about showing tapes to Mr. Riady, what did he know 
about Mr. Riady that would lead him to make this suggestion in the presence of 
Mr. Wiriadinata? 

5. If Vice President Gore made this statement, what did Vice President Gore know 
about Mr. Wbiadinata’s relationship with Mr. Riady that would have made him 
comfortable with the suggestion about showing Mr. Riady issue advertisements in 
Jakarta, Indonesia? 

6 . Why have your subordinates avoided questioning Vice President Gore about these 
matters? At a minimum, it would have been relatively simple to have at least 
raised the issue. You have interviewed Vice President Gore five times and not 
once has anyone asked a question about Mr. Wiriadinata. 

7. Have you refrained from asking questions about this matter because of concerns 
about asking foe Vice President questions that would be difficult for bim to 
ans w er daring m election year? 

When tins tape - one withheld from this Committee by the White House for a 
considerable period of time, I might add - was brought to the attention of the Justice 
Department, I expected your investigators to move forward with dispatch. Unfortunately, 
nearly half a year has passed, and I am concerned that your Department has been sitting 
on important information in order to benefit the President and the Vice President 

As 1 have said r e peatedl y since we obtained the President's and Vice President’s 
FBI interview summaries in 1 999, 1 have grave concerns that your subordinates finled to 
ask important questions of the President and Vice President for so long. A three year and 
seven month delay in asking the Vice President a single question about the Hsi Lai 
Temple is inexplicable. While you say frequently that an independent counsel for die 
campaign finance scandal was unnecessary, I am left only with the fact of questions not 
asked and leads not followed. Your prosecutors were complaining oflegal 
“ ga mes m a n s h ip” and “contortion s ." At the same time, other advisers were leaking 
information beneficial to friends of the President and defendants in prosecutions, ha 
addition, while tins was going on, you were giving the President and Vice President 


*'I) B n sct j pt ofOmn%a Fia a a chg Tteit Force lere t v fcw with Vice PresjdaSABiert A. Gere, Jr, April! 8, 
2000, *t pp. 109-1 10. 
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preferential treatment by failing to ask necessary questions or subpoena documents. 
When the Vice President wanted to release evidence that you had withheld from 
Congress, you were complicit. Furthermore, your subordinates have still failed to 
subpoena important documents from the White House. 

To recapitulate: 

• John Huang testified that Mr. Riady allegedly offered the President one million 
dollars in 1992 for his Presidential campaign. 

• Mr. Riady did in fact provide at least $800,000 in illegal campaign contributions 
to the Clinton-Gorc campaign and the DNC. 

• ■« Mr. Winadinata and his wife gave at least $455,000 in political contributions to 
the DNC over a short period of time. 

• Vice President Gore appears to suggest that tv we” should show the political 
advertisements made in late 1 995 to a non-citizen living in Jakarta, Indonesia. 

• The Vice President, just days before he appears to have made this suggestion, was 
using the political advertisements to show people what their political 
contributions were paying for and, presumably, to encourage them to give more. 

• Eleven days before Vice President Gore appears to make this statement to Mr. 
Winadinata, John Huang began working at the DNC. 


Your record in the campaign finance investigation is unfortunate. I watched your 
testimony recently about campaign finance matters. The thing that struck me was the 
complete divergence between what you said, and what has actually happened. The facts 
all support the plain conclusion that you have failed to do even a minimally competent 
job. Each time you talk about the campaign finance investigation you talk about the 
indictments brought by the Justice Department. Yet, to roe, you sound like the captain of 
the Titanic explaining how the water may be cold, but things aren’t so bad because the 
first half of the trip went fairly well. From my perspective, and from the perspectives of 
some of the senior lawyers in your own investigation, it appears that you have treated 
senior political officials differently than low level conduit contributors. 
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Now that it is 2000, at a minimum, please take a serious look at the December 1 5, 
1995, -While House coffee tape and determine if die Vice Presidentdid indeed make the 
following statement: 

We oughta, we oughta, we oughta show Mr. Riady the 
tapes, some of the ad tapes. 

If you are interested, the Committee cm Government Reform has the original Beta tape 
and I would be willing to make arrangements to furnish this evidence to you. 



Dan Button 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

The Honorable Members, Committee on Government Reform 
Louis Freeh, Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 


5 
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U.S. Department of Justice 


Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Washington, D. C. 20535 

July 24, 2000 


Andre Hollis, Esq. 

Senior Counsel 

Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight 

U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Hollis; 

For nearly a year, the FBI has been working with the 
Committee to produce documents relating to the events at Waco, 

Texas pursuant to the Committee's subpoena dated September 1, 1999, 
and letter from the Committee dated October 8, 1999. I would like 
to take this opportunity to thank you and the Committee for your 
continued cooperation, patience and understanding throughout this 
process . 


As we discussed this morning, the FBI is nearing the 
end of document production to the Committee. To date, the FBI as 
produced over 122,000 pages of documents, 11,000 photographs and 
nearly 500 audio tapes. At this point, the FBI has approximately 
45,000 pages of material remaining to be reviewed. With regard 
to that material, you and I have reached the following agreement; 


1. Approximately 14,000 pages remain to be reviewed 
of the responses to the Electronic Communications 
sent to FBI field offices, legal attache offices 
and Headquarters divisions for Waco- related 
material. You have previously reviewed all of 
this material at FBI Headquarters. Although we 
anticipate that a large portion will be 
duplicative of those documents previously produced 
to the Committee, the FBI will review these pages 
and produce any new material. 

2. Another group of approximately 14,000 pages 
consists of documents from the Office of the 
General Counsel. Included in these materials 

are non-core, non -privileged documents, as well as 
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Andre Hollis, Esq. 


pleadings filed with the Court and other 
documents in the public domain. Pursuant 
to our agreement of April 5, 2000, the FBI is 
maintaining these materials at Headquarters 
and will make them available for your review. 

3. Another 18,000 pages consists of materials related 
to the Federal grand jury investigation of the 
Ruby Ridge incident that were provided by the 
Office of Professional Responsibility. Because 
some of the same individuals deployed to Ruby 
Ridge were also deployed at Waco, we considered 
this material potentially responsive to your 
request. You have advised, however, that the 
Committee need not review this material at this 
time . 

4 . Finally, the Department of Justice regularly sends 
"referrals" to the FBI of FBI documents contained 
in DOJ files. By definition, most, if not all, of 
those documents are likely to be duplicates of FBI 
documents previously produced to the Committee. 
Pursuant to our agreement, the FBI will maintain 
those documents at Headquarters for your review. 

I believe that this accurately reflects our agreement 
and, again, would like to thank you for your cooperation. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions. 

Eleni P.^thlisch 
Special Counsel 
Office of Public and 
Congressional Affairs 


- 2 - 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Washington, D.C 20530 


July 25, 2000 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in reference to the hearing scheduled for July 27, 2000, at which one current and 
two former Department employees have been invited to testify concerning actions during their 
service in the Department 

We have been advised by your staff that current plans are to have two panels at the 
bearing, the first consisting of a private attorney and two investigators, and a second panel with 
the Department witnesses and a private attorney. We respectfully request that you reconsider 
these plans and adhere to the usual protocol that executive branch witnesses appear on a distinct 
and separate panel ahead of witnesses outside the legislative branch, and without any witnesses 
from outside the executive branch. This courtesy is a normal part of the consideration offered to 
representatives of co-equal branches of government, and avoids confusion as to which views 
expressed are those of the government and which are from others. 

We appreciate your cooperation m this matter. 


Sincerely, 



Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 



U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Washington, DC 20530 


July 25, 2000 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is in response to your letter of July 7, 2000, inquiring whether this Department 
provided any documents to Mr. Eduardo Palmer or Ms. Rebekah Poston in connection with the 
Committee’s investigation of a 1995 Freedom of Information Act request made by Ms. Poston. 

On May 22, 2000, the Office of Information and Privacy, provided documents to Ms. 
Poston following your subpoena of records from that office concerning Ms. Poston. The 
documents were provided to Ms. Poston pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 552a(eX8). A copy of the cover 
letter is attached. Your Committee possesses, of course, copies of the documents provided to 
Ms. Poston. 

Please contact me if you have further questions. 

Sincerely, 

vt Ude^ 

Robert Raben hf or 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Information and Privacy 


Telephone: (202) 5 14 -364 2 Washington. D.C. 20530 

m 22 2000 

Rebekah J. Poston, Esq. 

Steel, Hector & Davis LLP Re: Appeal Nos. 95-0283 thru 

2000 South Biscayne Blvd. 95-0287 

Miami , FL 33131-2398 RLHrBVE 

Dear Ms. Poston: 

The Department of Justice has been served with a subpoena 
duces tecum by the Committee on Government Reform of the United 
Stares House of Representat ives requiring the production of 
documents related to the Freedom of Information Act appeals made 
by you on behalf of your client, Soka Gakkai, in 1995 (copy 
enclosed) . 

Pursuant to the Privacy Act of 1974, I am required to "make 
reasonable efforts to serve notice on an individual when any 
record on such individual is made available to any person under 
compulsory legal process when such process becomes a matter of 
public record." See 5 U.S.C. § 552a (e) (8) . I am enclosing a 
copy of the records we produced for the Committee on May 15, 

2000. Because these records were retrieved by the use of both 
your name and the name of your client, I am requesting that you 
inform your client of this fact. 

Sincerely, 



Richard L. Huff 
Co-Director 
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July 26, 2000 


The Honorable Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Mr. Raben: 

I am writing in response to your letter of July 25, 2000. In your letter, you 
requested that I follow the “usual protocol** and call three Justice Department witnesses 
before, and separate from, other private parties appearing at the Committee’s July 27, 
2000, hearing. 

I regret to inform you that the Chairman will not be able to grant your request. It 
clearly is not the “usual protocol** for Executive Branch officials to appear before private 
parties at this Committee’s hearings. For example, several weeks ago. Secretary Bill 
Richardson, Administrator Carol Browner, and Chairman Robert Pitofsky all appeared on 
a panel after a panel of private citizens who had been affected by high gasoline prices. 
Before that, at a hearing on September 21, 1999, regarding the President’s grant of 
clemency to the Puerto Rican terrorists, a panel of private citizens testified before a panel 
of Justice Department witnesses, including your predecessor. Acting Assistant Attorney 
General Jon Jennings. The Justice Department never voiced any objection to the 
arrangements at the September 21, 1999, bearing. 

At this particular hearing, the facts being presented before the Committee are 
rather convoluted. The first panel is testifying about actions and events that took place 
before the actions and events that will be discussed by the second panel. To present these 
facts in reverse chronological order would be confusing. 

The second portion of your request is to have the Justice Department officials 
appear on a panel separate from Rebekah Poston. Again, it is not the “usual protocol” for 
government witnesses to appear separate from private citizens. In performing just 
cursory research, the Committee found several examples of hearings with government 
and private citizen witnesses on the same panel. At a July 13, 1 994, Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, Subcommittee on Energy and Power hearing, Assistant Secretary 
of Energy Susan F. Tierney appeared on a panel with representatives from the Electricity 
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The Honorable Robert Raben 
Page 2 


Consumers Resources Council, the Regulatory Assistance Project, and the Consumer 
Advocate of Pennsylvania. At a May 8, 1998, hearing before the Committee on 
Education and Workforce, Subcommittee on Oversight and Investigations, Charles 
Jeffress, Assistant Secretary of OSHA, and John Fraser, Acting Administrator, Wage and 
House Division, Department of Labor, appeared on the same panel with representatives 
from the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the California Fashion Association. Even the 
Department of Justice has participated in the same panel with a private citizen. At a July 
15, 1998, Committee on Resources hearing, Peter Coppelman, Deputy Assistant Attorney 
General for the Environment and Natural Resources Division of the Department of 
Justice, testified in the same panel with the second vice president of the Arizona 
Cattlemen’s Association. There are certainly numerous additional examples of placing 
Administration witnesses on the same panel as private parties. 

As you are aware, there are two major subjects to be explored at this hearing: (1 ) 
efforts by Ms. Poston to obtain illegally information from die NCIC database; and (2) 

Ms. Poston’s contacts with senior Justice Department staff resulting in an exception to 
long-standing Justice Department FOIA policy. The panel consisting of Ms. Poston, Mr. 
Huff, Mr. Schmidt, and Mr. Hogan will focus on the second issue. Ms. Poston had a 
number of contacts with all of the Department witnesses, and it is essential that the 
Committee be able to question all of the witnesses simultaneously about those contacts, 
so that it can determine how Ms. Poston was able to obtain an exception to the 
Department’s policy. 

You suggest that it would cause “confusion” to have Ms. Poston appear with the 
Administration witnesses. However, I would suggest that your proposal would cause 
much greater confusion and delay. While the Justice Department’s respect for long- 
standing policy is refreshing, the Chairman is not able to grant your request. 

Sincerely, 

4-7 c — 

James C. Wilson 

Chief Counsel 


cc: 


Kenneth Ballen, Esq., Minority Chief Investigative Counsel 
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August 1,2000 


Honorable Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 



Dear Robert: 

Please inform the Committee on Government Reform whether Laura Ingersoll, 
Charles La Bella, David Vicmanzo or Campaign Financing Task Force chief Robert 
Conrad have ever viewed and listened to the original Bctacam tape ofthe December 15, 
1995, White House coffee produced by die White House Communications Agency. 
Please respond by August 4, 2000. 

Sincerely, 



Chief Counsel 


cc Robert Conrad, Esq. 
Kenneth Ballen,£sq. 
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U& Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Washington, DC 10530 


August 4, 2000 


Mr. James Wilson 
Chief Investigative Counsel 
Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6215 

Dear Mr. Wilson: 

This is in response to your letter of August 1 , 2000, in which you inquire whether specific 
Department prosecutors have seen the original version of a videotape of a White House coffee. 
As Assistant Attorney General James K. Robinson indicated at the July 20, 2000 hearing before 
the Committee, it would be inappropriate for this Department to provide such information 
concerning an ongoing investigation, both in terms of the ethical responsibilities of federal 
prosecutors, and in terms of our duty to avoid any appe a rance of undue external influence on our 
investigations. 

If you have further questions, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 3®r 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: Ken BaDen 

Minority Chief Investigative Counsel 
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August 8, 2000 



The Honorable Louis J. Freeh 
Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Aveenue NW 
Washington, DC 20535 

Dear Director Freeh: 

Last fall the Committee on Government Reform received and reviewed a copy of 
the Report to the Secretary of Defense, the Attorney General, and the Secretary of the 
Treasury, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE Military Assistance Provided at the Branch 
Davidian Incident, August 1999 (GAO/NSIAD/OSI-99-133). 

After receipt of the GAO’s supporting documents, my staff requested die 
Department of Defense (DOD) to explain the purported delivery of 250 high explosive 
(HE) rounds to agents of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) at Ft Hood during the 
Waco standoff. Representatives within the DOD Office of General Counsel indicated 
they were inquiring into the matter. On August 2, 2000 the Committee received 
correspondence and associated documents discussing the results of DOD’s inquiry into 
this matter. I have attached a copy of this material. 

Within the DOD material it is asserted that the FBI’s Office of General Counsel 
informed DOD that the FBI does not have any documents or information, other than a 
computerized spreadsheet, indicating that the FBI requested or received HE rounds in 
connection wife the Branch Davidian operation. DOD goes on to indicate they are 
unable to make a definitive determination as to whether the HE rounds were provided to 
the FBI. 

I request that you review the results of the DOD inquiry and inform the 
Committee in writing whether the FBI received any HE rounds from any munitions 
source within DOD in connection with the Branch Davidian operation. I further request 
feat you respond back not later than August 21, 2000 to facilitate the Committee's timely 
resolution of this issue. 
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The Honorable Louis J. Freeh 
August 8, 2000 
Page 2 

Mr. Thomas Bowman, Senior Counsel, Committee on Government Reform, is my 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Member 
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FBI FACSIMILE COVER SHEET 


PRECEDENCE 

CLASSIFICATION 

Immediate 

_ Top Secret 

Priority 

Secret 

X Routine 

Confidential 


Sensitive 


J& Unclassified 


DATE: August 18,2000 

TO: Andre Hollfa 

FAX NO.: 202/225-3974 

FROM: EkmP.Kaliseh 

Special Counsel 

Office of Public and Congressional Affiun 
TEL (202)324-5 051 

NUMBER OF PAGES : 3 (including cover page) 


KjMjgSl 


In response to your request, attached is a list afestmated/actual costs of Vaco through July 29, 
1993, The document is not exactly olearto me so I am tiying to find someone in the Finance 
Division to explain it to me. I will be in touch. 
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WACMUfi- MAJOR CASE #90 

ESTIMATED COSTS OF INVESTIGATION 02/28/93 - 07/2903 


PERSONNEL COSTS 


A of Personal Per Day 


Agent 
Prior Period 
Current Period: 
FWHQ 

Field (Waco RA) 
Total Currant Period 


02/28 to 07/22 

0 

1 

1 


$440 

$359 


Non-Agent 
Prior Period 
Current Perfect 
PBJHQ 

Reid (AortfclRAJ 
Total Current Period 


02123 to 07/22 


0. SI 54 

I * $13t 

0 


Total Estimated Personnel Costa 
EXTRAORDINARY COSTS 


Per Diem 51,080.704 + 0 S78 

'Equipment Costa (Rental 
Transportation 
'Sup pSeaA lle ceBanao u a 
Overtime la non-Agena (0 S2Q/hour 
Ptanta 

Helicopter* (2) 01 SSTSriwur 
••Other Costs and Potential UabMs 
(Total From Attached Itemized lie!) 

Total Estimated Goraordtary Coma 


Days 


7 

7 


7 

7 


7 


Coat 


S4.773.433 

SO 

2.513 

S2.S13 


S319£3S 

SO 

0 

St 

S5.G9S.431 


S1.080.704 
3278,023* 
S5«,5t7 
S178J?48|/TJ\ 
$287,140 w 


J197.64& 

S1.128.S74.*^S> 


TOTAL ESTIMATED COSTS 

•Actual SxptnHt 
-Se e m aenad achadmt 


S8.7ST.371 

</»c,avr> <I> 
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S14.3ML53 

$2S,12&0f 

$3,420.64 3430X4 

$174,315.13 
51.80000 l,$CO.OO 

aaaaa 65 r oco.oo 

Sg 8F.9 0 3 .ftO 


— Rapah/rfpiaeament of i (or*) helicopter which crashed on 4/16/63 
— Mliary transport costa for HRT *• 

--Rental of vehicles 

— AutomoWe acefcem ar which Bureau employee was « fsut 

Subtotal 




— RetocaUon of nefehboasurrotsidhg the Branch DavkSsi Compound 

—Fees lor modffieadon m6 use of private racttance* 

— Potential Batotty for replacement of i (one) reporter's vettda 
damaged by tank 

— - PcetntW Ubflty lor damage to Branch Osrfdlan property 
MISCELLANEOUS 

— Repate to roads daimged by tanks Paid lor by county end mis 

— Rsnul lets Iot command peat oened by Chrysler Teehnolo^ No rental foes dmged 
—Oveftineceis for state end iotaipoSee officers PaldbyOOJ 

TOTAL 51.128.674.44 


S700.000.00 .00 

572.000.00 &i t 5CO.OQ 

$65,77084 

Sfl. 930.00 
883*770*4 
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U.S. Departncit of Justice 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 


Washington. D. C. 20535-0001 

August 21, 2000 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 


I am writing in response to your letter to Director Freeh dated August 8, 2000, in 
which you asked whether the FBI received any High Explosive (HE) Rounds from the 
Department of Defense (DoD) in connection with the Branch Davidian operation near Waco, 
Texas in 1993. 


The FBI has not identified any documentation or information which confirms that 
the FBI requested or received HE rounds from any munitions source within DoD in connection 
with the Waco-related events. Numerous interviews of the individuals deployed to Waco reflect 
no recollection of the FBI requesting or receiving HE rounds from DoD for any purpose, 
including training/target practice. 

The FBI defers to the lengthy record submitted to you by DoD on July 26, 2000 
which suggests that HE rounds were not provided to the FBI during the Branch Davidian 
operation. Despite the best efforts of DoD and the FBI to "prove a negative," we recognize that 
the record before the Committee is inconclusive. As mentioned by DoD, however, the critical 
point to remember is that the FBI did not foe any HE rounds during die Branch Davidian 
operation. 


Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions. 
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Subpoena Duces Tecum 

Py Suttontpof t ! )t Pouste of $epre*entat!be* of tfj e 
Congress! of tfje ©ttittbilrtatetf of America 

70 JkOmKlMn^^ 

You are hereby commanded to produce the things identified on the attached schedule before the 

.;,...XWL Committee on .G<nrcxT^nt om. ; 

of the House of Representatives of the United States, of which the Hon 

.... is chairman, by producing such things in Room .?.157. of die 

J Rayburn Building ... in the city of Washington, on 

Angnat. .31afc«..2(KKl. at the hour of £?.QQhh. 

To .JfaxiA.£ia..T 0 »hm^ 

to serve and make return. 

Witness my hand and the sea) of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 
24th.... — day of ...Anggffg. .*R..?.9P° 

Chairman. 


Attest: 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


United States Department of Justice 
Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 
Tenth Street & Constitution Avenue N. W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record’s Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chief Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 

Definitions and Instructions 

(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the word ’’record” or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodex es, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or "records" shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer" or "relate" and "concerning” as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
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and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to which 
you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have put in 
storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present 

(4) The conjunctions *oi* and ■and" are to be read interchangeably in the maimer that 
gives this subpoena die broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called for by this subpoena shall be 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide an explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data or 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

Subpoenaed Items 

Please produce to the Committee the following records: 

1. Any report or memorandum by Robert Conrad recommending tire appointment of 
a special counsel to investigate Vice President Gore; and 

2. Any other reports or memoranda prepared during 2000 regarding the appointment 
of a special counsel to investigate Vice President Gore. 


2 
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August 25, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

RE: Recommendations Regarding Appointment of a Special Counsel 

Dear General Reno: 

On Wednesday you announced that you would not follow Campaign Financing 
Task Force Supervising Attorney Robert -Conrad's recommendation to appoint a special 
counsel to investigate allegations of illegal conduct by Vice President Albert Gore, Jr. 
Your decision was not a surprise. From my perspective, it was not a surprise because you 
have a well-developed track record of doing the wrong thing when it comes to the 
campaign finance investigation. You do not follow recommendations that are designed 
to promote confidence in the investigation, and you cling to the belief that it is 
appropriate for you - a career Democratic elected official - to make the key decisions 
when it comes to investigating your own party and your ownboss. Furthermore, you 
have stood idly by while your political subordinates leak information that undercuts your 
own investigation. You also have permitted gross derelictions of duty, including: 

• A failure to ask foe President a single question about foe Riady family until 
April 21, 2000. 

• A failure to ask the President a single question about illegal foreign money 
contributed iif foe 1996 election cycle until April 21, 2000. 

• A failure to ask foe Vice President a single question about the Hsi Lai Temple 
fundraising event until April 1 S, 2000. 

• A failure to ask the Vice President a single question about an exchange in 
which he appears to say to Arief Wiriadinata, a man responsible for $455,000 
in illegal campaign contributions, “we oughta, we oughta, we oughta show 
Mr. Riady the tapes, some of foe ad tapes.” Nor did you ask about foe 
apparent response from one of foe Presidential coffee attendees: ‘Til see if I 
can do that.” 


1 
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In fact, it appears that you are purpose jlilly avoiding reviewing the original 
evidence regarding possible comments by the Vice President about showing issue 
advertisement tapes to Mr. Riady, even though you have known about this evidence for 
almost nine months. Word was leaking out of the Justice Department earlier this year 
that your prosecutors were very interested in this apparent statement by the Vice 
President. However, after Assistant Attorney General James Robinson, Deputy Assistant 
Attorney General Alan Gershel, Assistant Attorney General Robert Raben, and Campaign 
Financing Task Force Supervising Attorney Robert Conrad were asked about this 
evidence at a public hearing, the Justice Department seems no longer interested in 
following up on something that was once a matter of interest. Making matters worse, you 
stand by while at least one of your advisers anonymously denigrates the poor quality of 
the copy of the tape that you possess. You are perfectly aware that this Committee has 
the original videotape, and that it would have been very easy to make a simple request to 
review this evidence. From my perspective, it appears that once again the Justice 
Department is mortally embarrassed, and you are taking the approach that if you keep 
your head in the sand, then maybe no one will notice. 

The above reasons are not the only basis for my lack of surprise regarding your 
decision. The other basis is a little more obvious - your subordinates leaked the decision 
to a number of newspapers before you made your announcement Unlike the times when 
your subordinates have leaked grand jury information, or made statements that have 
undermined your investigation, putting tills information out before your press conference 
was certainly not inappropriate. What was inappropriate, however, was the lie that one of 
your subordinates told when be said: “[tjhis time, no other prosecutors in the government 
thought it was even a close call. 9 * 1 2 

This dishonesty provides a clear reason why you should remove yourself from the 
decisionmaking process. The American people deserve an Attorney General who 
promotes confidence in the judicial process. When you surround yourself with people 
who are prepared to undercut your own Campaign Financing Task Force Supervising 
Attorney, as has happened on more than one occasion, and who act in a dishonest 
manner, there can be little confidence that the decisions that come from these people are 
appropriate. Furthermore, there can be no confidence in a process that brings in someone 
from the outside to make tough, independent calls - for example Charles La Bella and 
Robert Conrad - and then ignores and undercuts them when they come to honest 
conclusions. 

You also told the American people that where Mr. Conrad’s recommendation was 
concerned, no further investigation was warranted. The evening before, however, one of 
your subordinates was spreading disinformation to the New York Times and file 
Associated Press about Mr. Conrad being completely isolated in his request for a special 
counsel. This can be interpreted only as pure political spin, and it is unseemly when one 
of your top advisers behaves this way. When your advisers mislead the public, and they 
are more concerned with politics than justice, vou have a serious problem. Clearly, 
something is very wrong with the team that you have assembled. Unfortunately, the fair 


1 Even you could not allow tint lie to stand, and you stated on Wednesday: "Today, Bob Conrad hu been 
tagged with bang fhe only person is Ac Justice Department who thought I should appoint a special 
counsel. Although I’m not going to get into who recanxnended what, I can tell you that that is not correct.” 

2 
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conclusion to be drawn from this is that something is also very wrong with the 
decisionmaking process at the Justice Department. It is for this reason that 1 have today 
issued a subpoena for Mr. Conrad’s recommendation to you, and the other 
recommendations pertaining to the appointment of a special counsel that have been made 
this year. 

] am aware that on Wednesday, during your press conference, you expressed a 
preference that Congress not ask for this information. If we had followed your wishes, 
however, we would never have learned that your investigators had failed to ask the Vice 
President about the Hsi Lai Temple. We would not know that they failed to ask the 
President about James Riady or foreign money. We would also not know that they aecm 
to be completely indifferent to whether Vice President Gore suggested showing issue 
advertisements to a man he hardly knew, who had given over one million dollars in 
illegal contributions to the Democratic Party, and who lived in Jakarta, Indonesia. If this 
statement was indeed made, the implications for the campaign finance investigation 
would be significant 

In addition to the information called for in the subpoena, I would like to know 
why you do not want to review the original of the December 15, 1995, White House 
coffee videotape. As you are aware, the original tape was obtained directly from the 
White House by the Committee and is currently in the Committee’s possession. The 
copy you have, which is the same as the copy we were originally given in 1997, is very 
poor and the dialogue cannot be clearly understood. If the case is open, I can understand 
why you would not answer this question, and I would accept your refusal to answer. I 
would not be able to understand why you have waited so many months to ask for the 
original evidence given the fact that the copy you now possess is almost useless. 
However, at least your refusal to answer the question would be consistent with past 
practice. 

If the investigationjof James Riady and the Vice President’s possible relationship 
to illegal money received from Mr. Riady is dosed, then you are able to explain why you 
have elected to ignore the original evidence from the December 1 5, 1995, White House 
coffee. Thus, pleaseinfoim me, no later than August 31, 2000, whether the investigation 
regarding James Riady and Vice President Gore’s relationship with James Riady is 
ongoing or, if it is not ongoing, explain why you have closed the investigation prior to 
reviewing original evidence from the December 15, 1995, White House coffee. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Louis Freeh, Director of the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Robert Conrad, Esq. 

Members, Committee on Gove rnm ent Reform 
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August 31, 1999 


Director Louis Aceh 
Federal Bureau of Investigation 
935 Pennsylvania Avenue N.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20535 

Re: Request for Interviews 

Dear Director Freeh: 


As you know, on August 27, 1999, staff from the Government Reform Committee 
interviewed FBI Agent Roberta Parker regarding her work on the Campaign Financing 
Task Force. I appreciate your work to provide Agent Parker to the Committee. Asa 
result of the interview, I would like to have Committee staff interview two additional FBI 
agents who worked with Agent Parker on the Task Force, Kevin Sheridan and Laura 
Iaughlin. 

I believe that these agents could provide valuable assistance to the Committee as 
it continues its oversight of the Justice Department's handling of the campaign 
fundraising matter. Accordingly, 1 would appreciate these agents being made available 
within the next two weeks. Please have your staff contact the Committee's Deputy 
Counsel, David A. Kass, to arrange a time for the interviews. 


Sincerely, 



Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C 20530 

Dear General Reno: 


I wrote to you on June 28, 2000, to express my concern over the slow pace of the 
Campaign Financing Task Forced criminal investigation of the White House e-mail 
matter. In my letter, I included a list of significant witnesses who had not yet been 
interviewed at that time. Now, over two months later, the Committee has learned that 
there has been very little progress made in the investigation. The following list gives the 
names of witnesses and the date the Committee learned that they had yet to be 
interviewed by the Justice Department: 


JohnPodesta 
Dorothy Cleal 
Adam Greenstone 
JoeKouba 
Joe Vasta 
Jim DeWire 
Christina VanFossan 
Michelle Peterson 
Marie Lindsay 


September 5, 2000 
September 1,2000 
August 31, 2000 
August 31, 2000 
August 30, 2000 
August 30, 2000 
August 30, 2000 
August 28, 2000 
August 23, 2000 


Comparing this list to the list we provided in June, we are aware of only two people - 
Nell Doering and Virginia Apuzzo— who have been interviewed by the Justice 
Department. And of these two witnesses, Ms. Apuzzo was interviewed only last week on 
August 30, 2000. Furthermore, the actual number of witnesses who have not been 
interviewed is probablymuch greater, in that the above list is not a total list, and it omits 
individuals who refused to volunteer whether or not they had been contacted for an 
interview. 


It has now been nearly six months since the Justice Departmentannounced it was 
launching a criminal investigation in the e-mail matter. 1 am astonished that the Justice 
Department has not interviewed Mark Lindsay or Michelle Peterson - perhaps two of the 


1 
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most important witnesses at the center of this controversy. As you may recall, Ms. 
Peterson was tbe Associate Counsel to the President who conducted the comparison test 
that the White House Counsel’s Office claims provided the assurance that there was no 
problem with searches for e-mails under subpoena. Mark Lindsay, as you are aware, just 
two weeks ago testified in federal court that an affidavit on the e-mail matter prepared by 
Justice Department lawyers was false. 

Tbe failure to interview these significant witnesses is even more troubling given 
the recent announcement by the Justice Department that Daniel A. "Tony" Barry had 
been given a letter assuring him that he is not a target in the e-mail investigation. After 
Mr. Barry was officially determined not to be a target of the investigation, Mark Lindsay 
testified to Judge Lambert!) that paragraph four of the July 9, 1999, affidavit Mr. Barry 
submitted to the court in the Alexander v. FBI case was not true. As you know, the 
Committee submitted to you a criminal referral on Mr. Barry based on paragraph four of 
his July 9, 1999, affidavit The admission by a high-ranking official in the White House 
that Mr. Barry’s affidavit is not true should be of great concern to you. Apparently tbe 
"no target" letter sent by your Justice Department gave the White House comfort finally 
to admit what was obvious to me. Judge Lamberth and others. To wit, a White House 
employee, aided and counseled by Justice Department lawyers, submitted a false affidavit 
to a federal court that concealed the failure of the White House to search for all e-mails 
responsive to subpoenas. 

Mr. Lindsay’s testimony comes hard on tbe heels of Independent Counsel reports 
that Anthony Marceca and Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt lied to Congress. From 
my perspective, a major problem with sending Mr. Barry a "no target" letter is that his 
affidavit was prepared by Justice Department lawyers more sophisticated in the law than 
he. In essence. Justice Department lawyers are giving other Justice Department lawyers 
- who should bear some culpability for the affidavit they helped draft - a clean bill of 
health. This takes the conflict of interest inherent in the Department^ investigation of the 
e-mail scandal to a new, unprecedented level. Another significant problem is that you 
have decided whrd to do with the Barry criminal referral before you have reviewed 
relevant evidence. 

Recently, Senator Dnfixih wrote the following: 

"Lawyers in private practice often volunteer as little information as 
possible. But playing it dose to the line is not acceptable for 
people representing the United States government. Government 
lawyers have responsibilities beyond winning tbe cases at hand. 

They arc not justified in seeking victory at ail costs. A government 
lawyer should never hide evidence or shade the troth, and must 
always err on tbe side of disclosure. 

Government lawyers cany on their shoulders reponsibility for not 
only tbe prosecution of specific cases, but also for public 
confidence in our system of government - the ‘consent of the 
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governed* enshrined in the Declaration of Independence. Indeed, 
this responsibility rests heavily on the shoulders of all government 
officials/ 

You would be well advised to follow this advice and question your own lawyers as to 
who their real client was when they prepared a false affidavit for Mr. Barry to sign. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: Ranking Minority Member Henry Waxroan 

Independent Counsel Robert Ray 
Judge Royce C. Lambertfa 
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September 7, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 
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Dear General Reno: 


1 write regarding the Committee’s subpoena of August 24, 2000. That subpoena 
requires the Justice Department to produce to the Committee the memorandum by Robert 
Conrad recommending the appointment of a special counsel to investigate Vice President 
Gore, and any other memoranda prepared during 2000 regarding the appointment of a 
special counsel to investigate Vice President Gore. The Justice Department was required 
to produce the documents by August 31, 2000. The Committee has not received any 
documents in response to the subpoena. 

Yesterday, my Chief Counsel spoke with staff in the Office of Legislative Affairs, 
who attempted to explain why the Department had not yet complied with the subpoena. 
Mr. Tanner explained that die Department was in the middle of deliberations to determine 
whether any of the matters discussed in the Conrad memo were open cases. Mr. Tanner 
further explained that recent motions made by Maria Hsia had cast doubt on die Justice 
Department's current understanding of what “open cases” were, and that the Department 
may need to broaden that definition. Mr. Tanner stated that no determination had yet 
been made whether to comply with die Committee’s subpoena, and he would not identify 
when a decision would be made, or who the relevant decisionmakers were. 


After the Committee finally received the Freeh and La Bella memos, 1 had hoped 
that the Justice Department was through using specious arguments to avoid complying 
with the Committee’s subpoenas. I am troubled that you would now raise the claim that 
die Conrad memo involves open cases to avoid producing it to the Committee. Without 
even referring to the Justice Department's history of providing false representations to 
this Committee to avoid producing documents, this most recent claim has all of the 
indicia of a false argument, made in bad faith, to avoid producing documents 
emb ar r assi ng to die Clinton Ad min istrat i on: 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Page 2 


• In your press conference of August 23, 2000, you stated that “I have concluded 
that there is no reasonable possibility that further investigation could develop 
evidence that would support the filing of charges for making a willful false 
statement” You told the public that not only would there be no special counsel, 
but also that there would not even be further investigation of Vice President Gore 
for making false statements. Now, your staff is telling the Committee that the 
investigation of the Vice President discussed in the Conrad memo is still 
potentially an open matter. Obviously, if the Conrad memorandum discusses 
matters that relate to open cases, we are prepared to entertain your arguments that 
those specific sections should remain confidential. Otherwise, your statement that 
“there is no reasonable possibility that further investigation could develop 
evidence” is dispositive. 

• Your staff was not in a position to offers cogent explanation for the failure to 
produce the Conrad memo. In the discussion yesterday between Committee staff 
and yo ur staff, your staff had not reviewed the Conrad memo, was unaware of its 
contents, and was unaware of the statements you had made at the August 23, 

2000, press conference. These facts suggest that your staff has first reached the 
determination that the Committee cannot have the memo, and has yet to com e up 
with a rationale for that decision. 

• The Justice Department made no attempt to resolve this issue with the Committee 
until well after the deadline for compliance had passed The Justice Department's 
delays, while unfortunately typical, suggest that the Department is attempting to 
drag Ads matter out as long as possible, in the hope that Congress will adjourn 
prior to the production of the memo. 

It is clear that the Justice Department does not want to produce the Conrad memo 
to the Committee, hi your press conference, you stated that you hoped that Congress 
would notintervene in this matter and request the memorandum. However, just as this 
Committee had an obligation to obtain die Freeh and La Bella memos, and determine that 
you had refused to apply the law to the President, Vice President, and members of your 
political party, it has an obligation to obtain the Conrad memo. When we sought the 
Freeh and La Bella memos, you did everything in your power to keep those memos out of 
the public’s view. I would hope that you would not engage in die same legal contortions 
to avoid producing the Conrad memo to the Committee. 



Dan Bruton 
Chairman 


cc: 


The Honor&leHenry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of die Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C. 20530 

SEP 7 2000 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

Thank you for your letter of July 12, 2000 to the Attorney General regarding the 
appointment of a Special Master in the Alexander litigation to oversee the reconstruction and 
production of non-records managed e-mail. 

The Department has taken the position in the Alexander case that the court should not 
appoint a Special Master or other outside oversight of the reconstruction process, but should 
instead allow the Executive Office of the President (EOP) to restore and search a sampling of tapes 
using a streamlined methodology designed to maximize tape copying speed. Consistent with that 
position, the Alexander court recently issued an order in which it directed the EOP to restore and 
search e-mail from a select number of back-up tapes, in accordance with the search parameters 
outlined in earlier orders of the court. Alexander v. FBI, Civil No. 96-2123, (D.D.C. July 31, 

2000). The Court has stated its intention to reserve judgment on the issue of a Special Master until 
it sees the results of that search, and a separate search to be conducted on data extracted from 
back-up tapes currently in the custody of law enforcement. 

I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me regarding this or 
any matter. 


Sincerely, 


Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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Snbpena to Testify (Hearing) 


J&p Sutfjoritp of tf)t ftoxtit of IReproSentattottf of tf|e 
Congress of tfje ®m'tcb Stated of America 


7b Attorney General Janet Reap Serve: Attorney General Janet Reno 

You are hereby commanded to be and appear before the 7^ Committee on 

Gcvernwent Bef am of the House of Representatives 

of the United States, of which the Hnn. P* 11 gurtop is chairman, in 

Room 2157 Of the »ayh«m RnlMin g r in the dty 

of Washington, on October 5th, 2000 a t the hour 0fJ£i2^5 

then and there to testify touching matters of inquiry committed to said Committee; and you 
are not to depart without leave of said Committee. 

T h Marla TSm Tadwrrl or the US Marahal Service 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the dty of Washington, this 



Attest: 


■JuuJUU 


&LtfH £+ j GCuuk 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


United States Department of Justice 


Serve: Attain^ general Janet Reno 
; ^erth Street & Constitution Avenue N.W. 
D.C. 20530.. 


record’s Batcsp)?mbcr, author, desaipt^;*n$SOum* 
please contact Chi^^ouimd James C, Wt)sqn~!d:{2^^ 


Defimtionsand Instructions 


: '%l i • (i) For thepuip^ subpoena,the word "jefcoid:*^ shall include,but; . 

shall not he limited tel, any ahd 'all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, * . 
-typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted^ traflscribcd^pimchc^ taped; filmed; graphically 


limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording; 
produced or stored m any fashion, including any andailiurtvity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, can) files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer , 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes, notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, r eports, Rolodcxes, statements of procodurc and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without iimitatioiL "Record" or "records* shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not listed above. 


(2) For purposes of this subpoena, die terms "refer" or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything dial constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any maimer whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 

(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
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and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to which 
you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have put in 
storage or anyone has put in storage cm your behal£ Unless a time period is specifically ; 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present 

<4) The conjunctions “or* and "and* are to be read interchangeably in the manner that . - . 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information calted for by thitsubpoena shalLbe. .l t . 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee.' 

rv ^ (6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed reco^ document xiamm' inforaxatianhas. 
been destroyed, discarded or Tost identify the subjHJehaedra^ doCsinenfrdatanr 
. information and provide, an explanation of the destruction; discaidiiig,4oc$^ep©eit or disposal*:^ 

(7JWhen ihvo]dng aprivrtege as to any Tfcsponsrv e. record;d or infonnatioere 

• as aground for withholding-such record^ dbcattneat^c!ata*tf^ 

document compilation of data or information bydatitiype^nddressiBe,^ author (andifdififecent 
-the pr ep ar er aikLsignatory), general subject m atter,rand indicated or knowncinmlatioh; Also, • - 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to each record, document compilation of data or 
Ihi&matfon m^fficieiir detail to ascertain tfae^yalidify dftiie claim ofprivilege: 

(SjTttis-subpoena'isc^ in nature. Any record- dociroent, Compilation of data or » i 
information, re produced because ithasndt been located or discoveiedhyJhe return datesh&il ■** 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

Subpoenaed Items 

Please provide the Committee with all declination m em oran da relating to Robert K. fimtt 
or Joseph Lake,, including, but not limited to, such memoranda prepared by the Public Integrity 
Section or the office of the United States Attorney for the District of Columbia. 


2 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Washington, D.C. 20530 

September 1 8, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 

Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, .C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your subpoena, dated September 15, 2000, for declination memoranda 
relating to Messrs. Robert Bratt and Joseph Lake. 

We have located one memorandum responsive to your subpoena in the Office of the 
United States Attorney for the District of Columbia. The Department has substantial 
confidentiality interests in this internal deliberative document, which also implicated significant 
personal privacy interests. Accordingly, we would like to accommodate the Committee’s 
information needs by providing access to the memorandum at the Department as soon as 
mutually convenienttime can be arranged. We will be prepared to respond to staff questions 
about this memorandum after they have had an opportunity to review it 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you would like additional assistance regarding this 
or any other matter. 


Sincerely, 



Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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ONE HUNOREO SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tlje (Mniteb States 

#outfr of HepmCtntatibn! 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Buldwg 
Washington, DC 20516-6143 



HE Nf*r* vmumml CAirOMNM. 
MMSMNORrrKMH 


FNM MMJOAM.OCHNM.VMNW 

CMXVNW MAIONTT.NCWVOMK 

HC/MCRHOlMU NOmtMC 
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September 18,2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Re: Campaign Financing Task Force 

Dear General Reno: 

1 am writing to inquire regarding staffing levels on the Justice Department’s 
investigation of the White House’s failure to produce e-mails in response to subpoenas 
issued by the Justice Department, offices of independent counsel, and Congress. Please 
provide the following information: 

• The number of attorneys who have worked an the investigation since its 
inception. 

• The largest number of attorneys working on the investigation at any one time. 

• The number of attorneys currently working on the investigation. 

Please provide a response by September 21, 2000. 



Chairman 

cc: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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Subpoena Duces Decani 

J&P gufyorit? of tbe ^otige of 3tepretfentatibe$ of tfie 
Congrwfef of H )t tHmteb States of America 


To ^,JtepartWtfejat..oi[.,Jii8^cft.,0£flc^ > xi£>.i:be..ljojaftectQx..CexierAl..SjBxyA:,,JSlem.A> Fine 

You are hereby commanded to produce the things identified on the attached schedule before die 

...Full .... Committee on..Govfirnmecat;..HefoxaL.....^ ..... 

of the House of Representatives of the United States, of which die Hon. JCtaiuBuxJboai ... 

... — is chairman, by producing such things in Room ~.2.157...~.. of the 

.JSjBoKbucn..... Building ... , in die dty of Washington, on 

.Qctohex..2nd«.;.20Oa at the hour of 5 .:00PM 

To 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the sea} of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the city of Washington, this 



Attest: 
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>~T ^r./J5..:i&aartnent.. Of.. Justice Office of the Inspector General 

Serve; Glenn A. Fine, Acting Inspector General 

950 Pennsylvania Avenue , HU Suite 4706 
* Washington, DC 20530 


before the Committee on the ... 

Government Reform 


Served 


■h: GAtrc\ A. ffty”. stfMast 'fe .SiU H&h'n 


xm iksfift t&MdJm't&H nod! 


House of Representatives ‘ 


GKk ttttSI-OISuMC* 
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SCHEDULE A 


Subpoena Duces Tecum 
Government Reform Committee 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C 20515 


United States Department of Justice Office of Inspector General 
Serve: Glenn A. Fine 
Acting Inspector General 
Department of Justice 

950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W., Suite 4706 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

The Committee hereby subpoenas certain records. Please provide logs which indicate 
each record’s Bates number, author, description, and source file. If you have any questions, 
please contact Chief Counsel James C. Wilson at (202) 225-5074. 

Definitions frstmc£jpn$ 

(1) For the purposes of this subpoena, the word "record" or "records" shall include, but 
shall not be limited to, any and all originals and identical copies of any item whether written, 
typed, printed, recorded, redacted or unredacted, transcribed, punched, taped, filmed, graphically 
portrayed, video or audio taped, however produced or reproduced, and includes, but is not 
limited to, any writing, reproduction, transcription, photograph, or video or audio recording, 
produced or stored in any fashion, including any and all activity reports, agendas, analyses, 
announcements, appointment books, briefing materials, bulletins, cables, calendars, card files, 
computer disks, cover sheets or routing cover sheets, drawings, computer entries, computer 
printouts, computer tapes, external and internal correspondence, diagrams, diaries, documents, 
electronic mail (e-mail), facsimiles, journal entries, letters, manuals, memoranda, messages, 
minutes, notes; notices, opinions, statements or charts of organization, plans, press releases, 
recordings, reports, Rolodexes, statements of procedure and policy, studies, summaries, talking 
points, tapes, telephone bills, telephone logs, telephone message slips, records or evidence of 
incoming and outgoing telephone calls, telegrams, telexes, transcripts, or any other machine 
readable material of any sort whether prepared by current or former employees, agents, 
consultants or by any non-employee without limitation. "Record" or "records* shall also include 
all other records, documents, data and information of a like and similar nature not fisted above. 

(2) For purposes of this subpoena, the terms "refer" or "relate" and "concerning" as to any 
given subject means anything that constitutes, contains, embodies, identifies, mentions, deals 
with, or is in any manner whatsoever pertinent to that subject, including but not limited to 
records concerning the preparation of other records. 
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(3) This subpoena calls for the production of records, documents and compilations of data 
and information that are currently in your possession, care, custody or control, including, but not 
limited to, all records which you have in your physical possession as well as any records to which 
you have access, any records which were formerly in your possession, or which you have put in 
storage or anyone has put in storage on your behalf. Unless a time.period is specifically 
identified, the request includes all documents to the present. 

(4) The conjunctions "or” and “and* are to be read interchangeably in the manner that 
gives this subpoena the broadest reading. 

(5) No records, documents, data or information called lor by this subpoena shall he 
destroyed, modified, redacted, removed or otherwise made inaccessible to the Committee. 

(6) If you have knowledge that any subpoenaed record, document, data or information has 
been destroyed, discarded or lost, identify the subpoenaed records, documents data or 
information and provide m explanation of the destruction, discarding, loss, deposit or disposal. 

(7) When invoking a privilege as to any responsive record, document, data or information 
as a ground for withholding such record, document, data or information, list each record, 
document, compilation of data or information by data, type, addressee, author (and if different, 
the preparer and signatory), general subject matter, and indicated or known circulation. Also, 
indicate the privilege asserted with respect to^ach record, document, compilation of data or 
information in sufficient detail to ascertain the validity of the claim of privilege. 

(8) This subpoena is continuing in nature. Any record, document, compilation of data oar 
information, not produced because it has not been located or discovered by the return date shall 
be provided immediately upon location or discovery subsequent thereto. 

Please provide the Committee with all investigative records relating to the investigation 
of Robert K. Bratt, Joseph Lake, and other individuals detailed in the Inspector General report 
titled "An Investigation of Misconduct and Mismanagement at 1C1TAP, OPDAT, and the 
Criminal Division's Office of Administration," dated September 2000. 


2 
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Subpena to Testify (Hearing) 

&P Sutfjoritp of lt)c %ou*t of ReprEtfentattoetf of tl )t 
Congre** of tf je ®nttcb £>tate* of America 

Alan Ger8bel Serve: Alan Gerahel 

Full 

You are hereby commanded to be and appear before the Committee on 

Governmen t Reform of the House of Representatives 

of the United States, of which the Ho n. Pan Burton fc chairman, in 

Room , 2117 Of the Rayburn Building r in the dty 

of Washington, on September 26th. 2000 , at the hour of 2:00pn t 

then and there to testify touching matters of inquiry committed to said Committee; and you 
are not to depart without leave of said Committee. 

7b Marla Pla lanhmri or the ,P8 .Marshal. .Rarelsfi 

to serve and make return. 


Witness my hand and the seal of the House of Representatives 
of the United States, at the dty of Washington, this 



Attest: 


WoodclV-X 


CM 




of Representatives 
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ONE HUMMED 8DOH CONGRESS 


Congress of tfje ®niteU States 

H«ate of JUprtstntatttw* 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office 8uilomo 
Washmqton, OC 20515-6143 



September 20, 2000 


Paul Martin 

Counselor to the Inspector General 
Office of Inspector General 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Mr. Martin: 

Accompanying this letter is a subpoena duces tecum calling on die Inspector 
General's Office to produce all records relating to the investigation of Robert Bratt and 
Joseph Lake. I understand that the subpoena calls for a large volume of documents, and I 
write to provide your office with specified items that die Committee would like to receive 
initially, before receiving any additional items. 

Please provide the following items in response to the Committee's subpoena: 

1. All transcripts of interview or summaries of interview for the following 
individuals: 

a. Robert Bratt; 

b. Joseph Lake; 

c. Marie Bonner; 

d. Donald Wells; 

e. Cary Hoover, 

f. Ludmilla Bolgak; 

g. Yelena Koreneva; 

h. Janice Stromsem; 

i. Joseph Trincellito; 

j. John Shannonhouse; 

k. Paul Frary; 

l. Paula Barclay; 

m. Denise Turcotte; 

n. Jo Ann Harris; 

o. Janice Sposato. 
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2. All records received from Robert Bratt or Joseph Lake. 

3. All correspondence with Robert Bratt or Joseph Lake, or counsel for Bratt or 
Lake. 

4. All correspondence with the Office of the United States Attorney for the District 
of Columbia, including recommendations to prosecute. 

5. All correspondence with the Public Integrity Section, including recommendations 
to prosecute. 

6. Personnel files for Robert Bratt and Joseph Lake. 

After production of these materials, Committee staff will be in contact with you to 
determine if further production of documents is necessary. Thank you for your 
cooperation in this matter. 



David A. Kass 

Deputy Counsel St Parliamentarian 


cc: Michael Yeager, Committee on Government Reform, Minority Staff 
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ONE HUMORED SIXTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfie ®mteb States 

5?ouse o( fttpreftntalibetf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washmoton. DC 20515-8143 




September 25, 2000 


Alan Gersbel 

Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
Criminal Division 
United States Department of Justice 
Tenth and Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20530 

Dear Mr. Gersbel: 

I am writing to provide you with further guidance regarding the Committee's hearing on 
September 26, 2000. As explained in my letter of September 21 , the Committee has a number of 
questions for you regarding the Justice Department’s handling of the e-mail investigation. The 
production of a number of reconstructed e-mails by the White House on the afternoon of 
September 22, 2000, has Taised a number of related issues that may arise at tomorrow’s hearing. 

Members of the Committee may seek your testimony about the following issues, which 
have been raised by the White House’s recent document production: 

• The date by which the e-mails produced to the Committee on September 22 had been 
reconstructed by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

• When the e-mails produced to the Committee on September 22 were first provided to 
die White House by the Justice Department 

• Whether the Justice Department requested the White House not to release publicly 
copies of the reconstructed e-mails. 

• Whether more e-mails have been reconstructed in addition to the ones received by the 
Committee on September 22, 2000. 

• Whether the Attorney General had access to all of the reconstructed e-mails produced 

to the Committee on September 22, 2000, prior to her August 2000 decision not to 

appoint a special counsel for Vice Preside n t Gore. 
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Please contacl the Committee’s Chief Counsel, James C. Wilson, at (202) 225-5074 if 
you have any questions or need additional information about the hearing. 



Dan Burton 
Chairman 


cc: The Honorable Hemy Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Washington, DC. 20530 


September 25, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to express the Department’s serious concern about the Committee’s recent 
practice of subpoenaing public and private sector entities to produce copies of grand jury subpoenas 
and other documents relating to evidence gathered by the Campaign Financing Task Force, including 
subpoenas and documents relating to ongoing criminal investigations. 

We are concerned that the Committee’s attempts to compel disclosure of this material could 
compromise ongoing criminal investigations being conducted by the Task Force. Although I am 
sure your intent is to conduct oversight of our investigations and not to compromise pending 
criminal matters, the practice of "subpoenaing subpoenas" or otherwise using the congressional 
subpoena power to shadow the Department’s ongoing investigations could undermine effective Jaw 
enforcement by creating a substantia] risk that sensitive and confidential investigative information 
will be disclosed to targets of investigations and to other persons who might use the information to 
thwart our law enforcement efforts. We believe that we can respond to your legitimate oversight 
interest in a manner which does not implicate ongoing investigations. An enclosed letter is 
illustrative of this point 

With respect to your recent subpoenas to the State and Commerce Departments, we have an 
additional concern about any action that might discourage those Departments from following the 
well-established "third agency" consultation practice for documents or information in an agency’s 
possession that originated in another agency. In accordance with long-standing Executive Branch 
practice, agencies receiving an outside request - whether from Congress, a party in litigation, or a 
Freedom of Information Act requester - routinely consult with other agencies about documents or 
information that the latter agencies originated before responding to the requester. This practice 
recognizes the equities of originating agencies, and is designed to ensure that the interests and 
privileges of the entire Executive Branch, and not just the agency that receives the request, are 
appropriately considered. 
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The Justice Department has responsibility within the Executive Branch for ensuring that 
disclosures of information by government agencies do not compromise pending criminal 
investigations or otherwise undermine effective law enforcement. To fulfill that responsibility, it 
is not only appropriate, but essential, that the Justice Department have an opportunity to review 
documents relating to federal criminal investigations that are maintained at other agencies, and, 
where necessary, to object to a disclosure that might compromise an investigation. 

As an example of the Justice Department's traditional practice in this area, I am attaching a 
copy of a November 23, 1990, letter from Assistant Attorney General W. Lee Rawls to Chairman 
Henry B. Gonzales, House Committee on Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs, in which Assistant 
Attorney General Rawls notes that the Justice Department had conducted a pre-production review 
of documents in the possession of the Federal Reserve Board that the Banking Committee had 
requested from the Board and that related to the Department’s ongoing investigation of Banca 
Nazionale del Lavora (BNL). 

Please da not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions about our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Rabcn 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honoiable.Hemy Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 

Jim Thessin 
Acting Legal Adviser 
Department of State 

James A. Dorskmd 
Acting General Counsel 
Department of Commerce 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Aiiisuat Attorney General 


Washington. D.C . , 20530 

November 23, 1990 


The Hohonble Henry B. Gonzalez 
Chairman 

Committee on Banking , Finance, 
and Urban Affairs 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

As the Attorney General indicated in his letter to you 
of September 26, 1990, the Department of Justice's criminal 
investigation of Eanca Nazionale del Lavoro is a very sensitive 
case with national security concerns. Under our criminal justice 
system, the Department has the duty during an open criminal 
investigation to ensure that there are no disclosures of grand 
jury information or other sensitive information such as 
investigative plans, techniques or developments or the identity 
of confidential sources, cooperating witnesses or targets. For 
this reason, the Department has reviewed in advance of their 
production the Federal Reserve Board documents that are respon- 
sive to the Committee's request of October 3, 1990. 

On November 16 and 17, 1990 the Department advised the 
Federal Reserve that most of these documents could be released 
to the Committee without interference to the ongoing criminal 
investigation, but that some documents should be withheld pending 
review by the United States Attorney / s Office handling the 
criminal investigation. Late on November 21, 1990 this review 
was completed. The Department has advised the Federal Reserve 
that the remaining documents may be released to the Committee, 
so long as a number of them are redacted to protect the identi- 
ties of sources and witnesses, and the information provided by 
them; the identities of targets; the plans and investigative 
techniques utilized in this investigation; and the specific 
developments in the investigation. A copy of our November 23rd 
letter to the Federal Reserve is enclosed. 
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We have consented to the Federal Reserve's release of 
documents to the Committee on the understanding that they will be 
accorded the treatment the Committee is giving all documents it 
receives trom the agencies and entities identified in the motion 
adopted by the Committee on October *23, 1990. Thus, we expect 
that before any public release of a document or its contents, the 
Committee will obtain this Department's advice as to whether 
release would interfere with our ongoing criminal investigation. 


Sincerelv 
W. Lee Rawls 

Assistant Attorney General 


- 2 
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U.S. Department of Jusiict 


B'ttfAiflfw. AC **J0 

NW 23 ; a: 

Virgil Mattingly, Esq. 

Oontral Counsel 
Board of Governors of the 
Federal Reaarva 

Washington! D.c. 

Ba-.ca M&glonala del Lavoro 

Dear Nr. Matzingly: 

Enclosed please find a set of 30 documents, subpoenaed by the 
House Committee on Banking, finance and Urban Affairs [Committee] 
and redacted, in whole or in part, upon the recommendations of the 
United States Attorney 9 s Office in Atlanta. These documents are: 
$, 35, 36, 40, 47, 49, 50, 53, 60, 66, 67, 70, 71 , 73, 74, 76, 78, 
79, 80, 90, 93, 101, 110, 120, 191, 147, 166, 167, 173 and 176. 
Notice sheets have been substituted for documents 120 [Tab A] , 121 
end 122, which we request be withheld in full. We would also 
appreciate your deleting from any Atlanta examination reports 
furnished to the committee the reference discussed in our telephone 
conversation earlier today. The handwritten lines cr entries on 
several of the enclosed documents vers made during the process of 
redaction and, obviously, do not appear on the original documents. 
You may wish to make note of this in your transmittal letter to the 
Committee. 

Upon further review, it has been determined that 11 additional 
documents, numbered 42, 52, 56, 61, 62, 63, 75, 77, .85, 104- and 
116, may be released in full without causing any interference with 
the criminal investigation being conducted by the United States 
Attorney's office. 

If you wish, ve will prepare for you .a letter cr memorandum 
setting forth the particular reasons why each of the documents has 
been redacted. 


By 


Very truly yours, 

Laurence A. Urgenson 
Chief, Fraud Section 

peter B. Clark 
Senior Litigation Counsel 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General Washington, D.C 20530 

September 25, 2000 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
•Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letters, dated July IS, 2000, August 25, 2000, and September 7, 
2000, regarding a videotape of a December 1 5, 1 995, White House coffee and other matters 
currently being handled by the Campaign Finance Task Force. 

As Assistant Attorney General Robinson stated during the July 20 th hearing, we are, of 
course, interested in obtaining any information or evidence in your possession which you believe 
may be relevant to our investigation. Accordingly, we will ask Task Force investigators to 
contact Committee staff to obtain videotape and any other relevant materials that you will 
provide to us. 

Your letters also raise questions relating to the Task Force’s April 1 8, 2000, interview of 
Vice President Gore. During the Committee’s hearing on July 20, 2000. Assistant Attorney 
General James K. Robinson and other Criminal Division officials repeatedly declined to 
comment about these matters because they related to pending investigative activities by the Task 
Force. That is still the case. Accordingly, it remains inappropriate for the Department to answer 
your questions or provide other information or documents, including the Conrad memorandum, 
relating to these or any other pending matters. 

With respect to your specific request for the “Conrad memo,” a recent court proceeding 
has heightened our concern about communications with Congressional committees regarding 
pending criminal matters. Our efforts to work with committees to appropriately respond to 
Congress’s oversight needs in a manner that does not inhibit our duty to enforce and execute the 
laws has been challenged further by the appropriate scrutiny of a Court now asked to wrestle 
with whether or not our responses to Congressional inquiries have interfered with the 
adjudication of a particular matter in which the Executive Branch is involved. I am enclosing for 
your review, in case you have not seen them, papers filed in Court recently, in response to 
concerns that the maimer in which we responded to oversight requests was inappropriate, vis a 
vis the adjudication of a particular matter. 
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The resolution of the tension between your important oversight interest and our 
responsibility to enforce the laws is clearly an art, not a science, and in my view we all exercise 
our best efforts to resolve these tensions in a way that is consistent with the Constitutional 
separation of powers. The most recent concern expressed in litigation over how we have 
comported ourselves in the oversight process gives us pause, to make sure that in our efforts to 
resolve these critical Constitutionally driven tensions, we do the right thing. 

As always, I will continue to endeavor to work with you to resolve these difficult 
questions in a manner which can afford us all the tools we need to effectuate our responsibilities 
appropriately. 


Sincerely, 



Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


OJ/frc of the Assistwu Attorney Genera) Washington, D.C 20530 

September 27, 2000 

Jim Wilson 
Chief Counsel 
C ommi ttee on Government 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr- Wilson: 

I write to ask for your assistance in preparing for the Committee’s hearing on October 5, 
2000 for which the Attorney General has received a subpoena to testily. We would like to help 
her prepare so that die can be as responsive as possible to the Committee’ s interests at the 
hearing, and would appreciate any information that you can provide regarding what subjects the 
Committee would like her to address and, in particular, the questions that she should be ready to 
answer. { 

Your cooperation in woridngwitb us on past hearings has beeonppreciated and we look 
forward to working with you to prepare for this one. Thank you for your prompt assistance. 
Please do sot hesitate to contact me if you would like to confer informally about this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: Mr. Phil Barnett 

Democratic Chief Counsel 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Criminal Division 


Office of the Deputy Assuxant Attorney General 


Hnohington, D.C. 20530 


September 29, 2000 


Judah Best 

Debevoise & Plimpton 
555 13th Street, N.W. 

Suite 1100-E 
Washington, D.C. 20004 

Dear Mr. Best: 

During the course of my testimony on September 26, 2000, 
before the House Government Reform Committee, there was confusion 
concerning the Department' s position with respect to a recent 
congressional subpoena to the Democratic National Committee for 
documents relating to the Campaign Financing Task Force's 
investigation. Some members of the committee had the mis- 
impression that the Department was preventing the DNC from 
complying with its subpoena. I also may have contributed to the 
confusion by offering my mistaken understanding that the DNC had 
been told by the Department to fully comply with the subpoena. 

I want to clarify that the Department takes no position on 
the issue of the DNC' s rights and obligations concerning 
compliance with a congressional subpoena. That is an issue 
between the DNC and the congressional committee. It certainly 
has never been the Department's intent to prevent or discourage 
compliance with a congressional subpoena. 

I trust this clarifies the Department's position on this 
matter. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any 
questions. 


Sincerely, 



Alan Gershel 

Deputy Assistant Attorney General 
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October 1,2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United Stales Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C 20530 

Re: Committee Hearing or Interview on October 5. 2000 

Dear General Reno: 

As you know, I have requested your appearance at a hearing of the Government 
i Reform Committee on October 5, 2000. Subsequently, our respective s:affs have 
discussed the possibility of a transcribed two hour and fifteen minute interview, to be 
conducted on October 5, 2000. At present, it appears that your agreement to be 
interviewed will obviate the need for a Committee hearing. 

Your staffhas asked that I provide you with a list of topics that ] expect to be 
covered at the hearing or interview. I expect that questioning will focus on several major 
subjects: (1) the Campaign Financing Task Force’s e-mail investigation; (2) the Task 
Force’s campaign fundraising investigation; (3) the Robert Bratt matter; (4) the Waco 
tragedy; and (5) Joseph Gersten. In the hope of working towards s mutually beneficial 
interview, the following is an outline of the specific issues I expect to be raised. Should 
there be a departure from this list, I will endeavor to provide you with advance notice in 
writing. 

Justice Department E-Mail Investigation 

• The Committee has requested the Justice Department to provide the number of Justice 
Department attorneys, not including Office of Independent Counsel personnel, who 
have woiked on the e-mail investigation. Specifically, we would like to know the 
number of Justice Department attorneys that are currently working on the 
investigation, and the number that were working on the investigation as of two weeks 
ago. At a hearing last week. Deputy Assistant Attorney Genera] Alan Gershel refused 
to answer questions about this matter, claiming that it was longstanding Justice 
Department policy” not to answer questions about staffing levels on particular 
investigations. However, Mr. Gershel was unable to cite any precedent for bis refusal 
to answer this question. I expect that you will answer questions regarding the staffing 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
Page 2 


levels, excluding Office of Independent Counsel personnel, of the e-mail 
investigation. 

Mr. Gershel also noted that staffing levels “may suggest an importance or lack of 
importance with respect to the investigation based simply on how many people are 
assigned to it” This, of course, is very true when the investigation is clandestine. 
When it is a matter of national prominence, this is not the case. At present, there is 
reason to believe that the Justice Department investigation is understaffed, and that 
the one attorney with institutional knowledge in the case has left the Department 
The only message this sends is that dilatory and aggressive obstruction will pay 
dividends. Please explain why it would harm the investigation fox the Department to 
provide staffing information on this matter to the Committee. 

a The Committee also asked Mr. Gershel a number of questions regarding the e-mail 
reconstruction process. He was asked if the Justice Department and Office of 
Independent Counsel have searched the e-mail backup tapes for any matters beyond 
the campaign fundraising and Monica Lewinsky matters. Mr. Gershel refused to 
answer this question, claiming that it would negatively impact the Justice 
Department* s investigation. Mr. Gcrshel’s claim is without foundation. The 
' Committee is attempting to determine whether the backup tapes reconstructed by the 
Federal Bureau of Investigation were searched for messages relating to the 
Committee’s investigations, which are not part of the Task Force’s investigation - for 
example, the Hudson Casino decision, or the FALN clemency matter. If the Justice 
Department is not investigating those matters, it should be a simple matter to admit 
that you have not searched the backup tapes for messages relating to those matters. 

• The Committee would also like to know whether you had available to you all of the e- 
mails which were released by the White House on September 22, 2000, when you 
made your August 23, 2000, decision not to appoint a Special Counsel for Vice 
President Gore. 

• The Committee would also like to know whether Karen Skelton, who served as 
Director of Political Affairs for Vice President Gore, has ever been interviewed by the 
Department of Justice. If she has been interviewed, the Committee would like to 
know when she was interviewed. 

Justice Department Campaign Fundraising Investigation 

• On August 24, 2000, the Committee subpoenaed the memorandum by Robert Conrad 
calling on you to appoint a special counsel to investigate Vice President Gore. To 
date, you have refused to provide that memo. Your staff has not even provided a 
clear rationale for your failure to produce that memo. I would like to receive a copy 
of the memo, and the other documents responsive to the Committee’s August 24, 

2000, subpoena prior to the hearing or interview. If such documents are produced. 
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the Committee will likely have questions about the documents. In the event that they 
are not produced, we will have questions regarding your failure to produce them. 

• In the Committee’s July 20, 2000, hearing. Members of the Committee pointed out 
that the videotape of the December 15, 1995, White House coffee appeared to contain 
the following statement by the Vice President: “we oughta, we oughta, we oughta 
show Mr. Riady the tapes, some of the ad tapes.” Justice Department personnel at 
that hearing refused to comment on the tape, and refused to even stale that they 
wanted to obtain the original videotape of the event On September 25, 2000, the 
Justice Department finally stated that they would ask the Committee for the 
videotape. Department staff still have not actually requested the videotape. The 
Committee will question you about these matters. 

• On June 6, 2000, the Committee held a hearing that examined allegations made by 
FBI Deputy Director William Esposito against Public Integrity Section Chief Lee 
Radek. The Committee may question you about Mr. Esposito’s allegations. 

« On June 26, 2000, the Committee subpoenaed from the Justice Department all e-mail 
messages from and to a number of specified Department staff regarding your 
decisionmaking process for the appointment of an independent counsel to investigate 
the campaign fundraising scandal. To date. Committee staff has been offered only a 
small subset of e-mails to review. In addition. Committee staff has asked for a small 
number of e-mail messages to be provided to the Committee, and has not received 
those messages. The Committee may have questions about this matter. 

Waco 

• As you know, the Committee has been conducting an investigation of the 1993 
tragedy at the Branch Davidian compound outside of Waco, Texas. We have 
interviewed a number of Department staff during this investigation. W© would like to 
question you about your decisionmaking both before and after the Waco tragedy. 

Robert Bratt 

• The Committee has subpoenaed the declination memo relating to Robert Bratt and 
Joseph Lake. On September 20, 2000, Committee staff asked your staff to provide a 
copy of that declination memo to the Committee. Wc have not yet received a copy of 
the memo, and we expect to as soon as possible. 

• The Committee has questions for you regarding the Department’s handling of the 
issues outlined in the recent report of the Justice Department Office of Inspector 
General relating to Mr. Bratt and Mr. Lake. 
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Joseph Gersten Matter 

‘Hie FBI has provided information to Australian legal authorities about Joseph 
Gerstea. While the Committee takes no position on the merits of any past investigations 
of Mr. Gersten, the following issues are of interest to the Committee: 

• The criteria used by the Department of Justice when it comes to providing 
information about U.S. citizens to foreign governments. Does the Department of 
Justice or the Federal Bureau of Investigation routinely provide investigative 
information that did not result in an indictment? 

• Information provided to the Committee by the Justice Department has been redacted. 
Was the information provided to Australian authorities redacted is the same way? 

• Whether, in ] 992, you were aware of allegations that Mr. Gersten had committed a 
homicide m 1992. 

• Whether you are aware today of allegations that Mr. Gersten committed a homicide in 
1992. 

4 i 

• Whether you are aware that subsequent allegations against Mr. Gersten were made by 
any of tbe same individuals involved with the homicide allegation. 

• Whether you are aware of any suggestions that tbe homicide allegation should be kept 
from Mr. Gersten or his attorneys. 

Tbe Committee would welcome written answers to any of tbe above questions m 
advance of tbe hearing or interview. It would, however, reserve the right to follow-up 
and request clarification in the event that you do answer any of the above questions in 
writing. 

If you have any questions about these matters, please have your staff contact the 
Committee's Chief Counsel, James C. Wilson, at (202) 225-5074. 

Sincerely, 

Dan Burton 

Chairman 



cc: Tbe Honorable Henry A. Waxman, Ranking Minority Member 
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l). S. Department of Justice 

Office of the Inspector General 


October 4, 2000 

The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S, House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Ml Chairman: 

This is in response to your subpoena of September 20, 2000, requesting transcripts of 
interviews or summaries of interviews for various individuals as well as certain other documents 
relating to the Office of the Inspector General's (OIG) report. An Investigation of Misconduct 
and Mismanagement at ICJTAP, OPDAT, and the Criminal Division *s Office of Administration. 
Pursuant to further discussion with members of the Committee staff, we provided transcripts and 
summaries of interviews with respect to two subjects of the investigation and provided staff 
members with access to other material requested We had specific concerns with respect to the 
release of transcripts of interviews of cooperating witnesses, and we requested of the Committee 
staff that transcripts of cooperating witnesses not be released publicly. 

After reviewing the material that we provided, Committee staff subsequently requested 
that we disclose two transcripts of interviews of Ms. Denise Tmcotte, a witness who cooperated 
with the OlG in revealing evidence of misconduct by her supervisor. We renewed, in 
discussions with Committee staff, our very strong concerns about the public release of these 
transcripts and sought assurances from the staff that these transcripts would not be so released 
Our concerns about public release stem solely from our desire to protect Ms. Turcotte, a line - 
level administrative assistant, from embarrassment or harassment. Ms. Turcotte made the 
difficult decision to cooperate with the OIG, even though she had concerns about what might 
happen later. Indeed, during the interview, Ms. Turcotte specifically asked whether the 
supervisor at issue would have access to her transcripts. In order to fulfill our sense of fairness 
to Ms. Turcotte, we have sought assurances from Committee staff that her full transcripts not be 
released publicly. 

Unfortunately, we have been unable to this point to reach an agreement with Committee 
staff. Although acknowledging the good frith basis for our concerns, the Committee staff has 
insisted on production of the transcripts in order that they may be used at a hearing with the 
potential for release at that hearing. We have readily agreed to produce the transcripts for use m 
preparing for a hearing; we believe, however, that the Committee's interests in addressing the 
issues raised by the OIG report can be served in ways other than by public release of Ms. 
Turcotte'* transcripts. We also suggest that there might be specific portions of the transcripts 
that would serve the Committee's needs rather than the full 105 pages. 
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Therefore, in light of our substantia) concerns about the effect on Ms. Turcotte, we again 
ask that you consider our request that the Committee not publicly release Ms. Turcotte’s 
transcripts. Thank you for your consideration of this request 

Sincerely, 

Glenn A. Fine 
Acting Inspector General 


2 
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October 4, 2000 



The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Robot J. Conrad, Esq. 

Campaign Finance Task Force 
Department of Justice 
5432 Bond Building 
1400 New Yak Avenue, N. W. 

Washington, D.C 20530 

Dear Madam Attorney General Reno and Supervising Attorney Conrad: 

Pursuant to the Committee's ongoing investigation into the failure to search and 
produce White House e-mail, Michelle Peterson was interviewed on June 8, 2000. 
During that interview, she told Committee staff that in the summer of 1998, Cheryl Mills 
asked her to determine whether a collection of documents had been previously produced 
to the Office of Independent Counsel Peterson said that she received the documents and 
compared them with others that she knew had already been produced. Peterson told 
Committee staff that she "put the documents in two stacks, side-by-side, in chronological 
order" and "determined that they were duplicative.** 

Please answer the following questions: 

• Do you have any knowledge of whether Ms. Peterson or her attorney were 
ever instructed to inform this Committee of any information contrary to or 
related to these statements? 

• If so, who provided this instruction? 

• If so, when did they provide this instruction? 
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Please respond in writing no bier than Monday* October 9, 2000. Thank you for 
your prompt attention to this matter. If you have any questions* please call me at (202) 
225-5074. 


Sincerely* 


C , 


James C. Wilson 
Chief Counsel 
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U.S. Department of Justice 

Office of Legislative Affairs 


Office of the Assistant Attorney General 


Washington, D C. 20530 


October 5. 2000 


Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This is to supplement the record of the Committee’s hearing on September 26, 2000 
regarding the White House e-mail matter. During Deputy Assistant Attorney General Alan 
GersheJ’s testimony, you and other members of the Committee asked about the staffing levels on 
the Department’s investigation, which is being handled by the Campaign Financing Task Force. 
Mr. Gershel respectfully declined to answer because of the Department’s longstanding policy of 
not disclosing staffing levels for particular pending criminal investigations. Mr. Gershel offered., 
however, to provide the Committee with information about the basis for the Department’s policy 
and to the extent possible to supply additional information. 

The Department’s policy of not disclosing staffing levels in particular pending criminal 
investigations is grounded in our concern about Congress either praising or criticizing the level 
of resources being devoted to a particular pending criminal investigation. It would place the 
Congress in a position of appearing to exert pressure or attempting to influence the nature and 
scope of the investigation. Such a practice would not only be inconsistent with the 
constitutionally based principle of separation of powers, it could also significantly damage law 
enforcement efforts and shake public and judicial confidence in the fairness of the criminal 
justice system by creating a perception that investigative and prosecutorial decisions were being 
improperly influenced by political considerations rather than the merits of the case. 

This is not to suggest that law enforcement officials should be immune from 
congressional oversight or accountability to the American people. However, we have significant 
concerns about the conduct of oversight regarding the Department's assignment of resources to 
particular investigations while they are pending because of the potential impact on law 
enforcement and the administration of justice. As indicated in my letter to you dated September 
25, 2000. the danger of congressional intrusion into pending matters is not just a theoretical 
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problem. Recent court proceedings in the Maria Hsia case are an example of the practical 
consequences of the Department making even very limited and seemingly innocuous statements 
1o Congress about pending criminal matters. 

For these reasons, the Department believes that it would be inappropriate and potentially 
damaging to pending cases to provide specific staffing information about the e-mail 
investigation. The Department is aware of the Committee's concern that the White House e-mail 
matter be adequately staffed. As Mr. <3ershel stated in his testimony, both he and Robert Conrad, 
the Chief of the Task Force, closely monitor the Task Force’s resource needs, as does the FBI, 
and they have not hesitated to raise resource issues directly with the Attorney General where 
there has been a need that they could not address on their own. Overall, there are currently 
approximately 12 prosecutors working on Task Force matters along with approximately 14 FBI 
agents and 10 analysts and other support personnel. Additional investigative and prosecutorial 
resources are available within the FBI and the Criminal Division to address special needs that 
may arise. All of these resources are potentially available to work on aspects of the White House 
e-mail matter. As you know, prosecutors and agents working in the Office of the Independent 
Counsel are also working on this matter. 

During Mr. GersheFs testimony, members of the Committee expressed concern that one 
of the prosecutors working on the e-mail matter had recently left the Department. Personnel 
turnover is common in a lengthy and complex criminal investigation. During the almost four 
years since the Task Force was formed, dozens of new agents and prosecutors have been 
successfully integrated into the Task Force’s work, frequently assuming the responsibilities of 
former personnel who left the Task Force. Drawing on that experience, the Task Force’s 
supervisors within the Criminal Division and the FBI will continue to do their best to smooth 
unavoidable transitions so as to minimize any disruptions to ongoing investigations. 

Finally, Mr. GershcJ asked that I clarify one aspect of his testimony. Mr. Gershcl 
indicated that the Department has never told the DNC not to comply with the Committee’s 
subpoena and that although he did not personally have contact with the DNC on this issue, it was 
his understanding that the DNC was told to comply fully with the subpoena. Mr. Gershel has 
since learned that this understanding was mistaken. The DNC was told that the Department had 
no objection and took no position with respect to the DNC's compliance with the Committee’s 
subpoena. 

The DNC is not part of the Executive Branch. It would be inappropriate for the 
Department to direct compliance or otherwise advise the DNC concerning its rights and 
obligations relating to a congressional subpoena. Enclosed is a copy of a letter we have sent to 
counsel for the DNC, at your request, that clearly sets forth the Department’s position. 
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I hope that this information is helpful. Please do not hesitate to contact me if we can be 
of further assistance to the Committee on this or any other matter. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Raben 
Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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October 5, 2000 

VIA FACSIMILE AND FIRST CLASS MAIL 

Robert Raben, Esquire 
Assistant Attorney General 
United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Mr. Raben: 

As you are aware, on September 1, 1999, the Committee issued a subpoena to the 
Department of Justice that required the Department to produce documents relating to the 
Branch Davidian tragedy on April 19, 1993. Over one year later, the Department has yet 
to complete that production. 

Please have your staff contact Andrt Hollis, Committee Senior Counsel, at (202) 
225-5074 to notify the Committee of the exact date by which the Department will 
complete the production of all the outstanding documents. Thank you in advance for 
your cooperation. 


Sincerely, 

James C. Wilson 
Chief Counsel 


. 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Member 
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October 6, 2000 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Office of the Attorney General 
Department of Justice 
10“ and Constitution Avenues, NW 
Washington, DC 20530 

Dear Madame Attorney General: 

We have reviewed the Inspector General’s September 2000 report raising 
concerns about the management of the International Criminal Investigations Training 
Assistance Program (ICITAP). We are especially concerned about many of the matters 
addressed in this report, but would request your assistance in placing particular urgency 
upon the myriad violations of regulations and sound management practices relating to the 
handling of national security documents, as described in Chapter ID: ‘Tailure to Comply 
with National Security Regulations.” 

As wc understand ICITAP, the program provides training in law enforcement 
techniques and investigations strategies, sound application of laws, and related matters to 
police officials who are foreign nationals. Under current security regulations, none of the 
personnel receiving the training would be authorized to have access to sensitive national 
security information. In reviewing this report, it appears that the Inspector General - 
having identified numerous violations of regulations and poor procedures - neglected to 
raise the question: What is the “need to know” that necessitates having such information 
in this location? 

We recognize the importance of ensuring that officials adhere to sound 
procedures for managing secure information where such information is essential to 
operations. However, where the information is not essential to operations, we also 
recognize that the presence of the information can become viewed as an administrative 
burden. In effect, access that extends beyond the ‘"need to know” could run the risk of 
creating the vulnerability that rationalizes elaborate procedures. One method of 
addressing the problem is to reinforce foe procedures. Another, perhaps more effective, 
approach might be to eliminate the potential vulnerability. 
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Tbaiftycm for reviewing this nu^ We would appreciate learning of your 
resolution of these issues in the near future. If you have questions about this matter, 
please contact Mr. Edward J. Lynch of the Committee staff. He can be reached at (202) 
225-2577. 



Dan Burtcm 
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APPENDIX 2 


KANSAS DEMOCRATIC PARTY DISCLOSURE FORMS 
(RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS) 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


•as Danxradc State Camcttge 

Te of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Ghrino Mora Than *150 

Check { Amount pf 

Appropriate Box ! Cash. Check. 
cmn chrtfc lma oair j Loan or 

i Qthw H»e»iet 

16 

Vince latte Onperigp Red 
12% N ftplar 
WeLlirgtm, KS 67152 

Cmpsigt Osaittaa 

1 

1 

UBH 

<21 

Mans. Gouty Deexits 
Laristaarg, KS 

Oau tty Qamdtfaaa 


X 



4330.00 

l 

Roofers local d20 BC 
6301 Rodhill Rd Ste 420 
Kansas City, K) 64131 

Bootes 


X 



moo 

♦ 1 American Dates Association 

; 1120 Gcnhacticut Mm Hi 
Washiigten, DC 20036 

Barters 

i 

1 

x 

1 

■■ 

* ! Gcqgbv *fcnj£acturers of Anerica S Grocery HnAr.tuws | j x j 

i 1010 VSsccnsin Aye Hi Ste 900 1 j 1 

j Ktotenettn, X 20007 ! : 


O.' ; *finge Resorts, Inc. 

! Las \fagas. Hi 

Resects 

i 

i 

x i j 15000.00 

i 1 i 

! ! ! 


Rxtage Meta: Ccnfsy | 

j 


* 


i 

1 

140.64 

^ID 1 Inmafead Health Swices, Ire:. 

• 10065 Red Rn Blvd 
, Ouings Mills, H) 21117 

Health Services j 

i 

i 

{ 

1 

1 

1 

10000.00 

ns : N.T.E.U. - FB® 

j SQL £ St See 600 
j Wtehingtcn, X 200% 

i 

mm 

■ 

■ 

/la • Alliance Grang Cfarmcatton i Casino Genus i 

j 4380 Boulder iiy ! i 

• Las Veaps, W 89121 l 

: 1 it 

x i i 1000.00 

! i i 

i > i 


>tai This Page 


of 


Page 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


s as Daoaatic Brty 

• 'e of Candidate, Party Co mm itt e e or Political Committee) 


Oats 

Nan* and Address 
of Contributor 

PACAffSnion 

OR 

Occupation of Indhridual 
. GMno Mora Than 1150 

HHSSMI 

Amount of 
Cash. Chock. 

Loan or 
Othtf R«c»iB1 

ib"" 

Kano fir a ftanniirlr. Hue 
Bar 2083 

‘&p*a,KS 66601 

Dwrigatad Btety BC 


X 




29 

„/W' "'•J r ‘\ 

State Senate BC 

1 




42CD.OO 
(Rr Sevics) 

17 

Harfltcn for DA. 
GWSUMmbJsyM 
Top**, KS 66610 

Ortiriate Oanrittae 

1 




54.63 

15 

19 

1 

Hesky fee Senator 
2226 SEVizgiTdM frt 
Topeka, KS 66605 

Candidate Gamttee 


X 

X 

X 

x 



aeMBVViTon 

**5 

Pipeline C|^at±qg Caps* 
8325 laws Er Ste 400 
Shane Misfcn, KS 66214 

Nttuol Oas-Pipelirc 


X 


H 

Kt \ Bcyax, IjMm, fejtmck, PA 

222 W 7th Aw 
j Tapto, KS 66600 

la* Fins 

1 

1 

1 

1 

moo 

/29 

AFSOC S**rinl Aosort 

1625 L St IV 
IMdigtcn, X 20006 

2m 

1 

1 

1 

1 

isooaoo 

« i 

i 


Fire filters 


X 




i 

V31 

todyKdnUferStatatop- ! 

resontettvs | 

i 

Cardkhte GotLIU, j 

i 


X ! 

i 

l 

i 

S 

j 5000.00 

i/i ! 

%eafatte County Baccate i County Qmittm ! x : 

450)11701 

2400.00 


ferns City, KS 66302 


. 4 . ^tal This Pape 

Page 2 of 5 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

LjhjXti id L Ami'S ty / C.A/ r >t’S£¥. P c A 

Name of Candidate. Party Committee or Political Committeel 


DotO 

Namo and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affixation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 

Check 

Appropriate Box 

Cwh Owck Lean Other 

Amount of 
Cosh. Check. 

Loon o* 
Other Receiot 

'H 





i 



/A-t " 

v \ 

JcttO A.Wn 
^•5" a 1 /erract 
fHchi ft 



/ 



|B 

n *% 

1 

XfUto ~hiih(L cf ft « 
vfci <3c-)i 5^ 

LDh i k Cku t( Hi 

E£j EE® 

H 


B 



/tfe* - 


m c C rn>. v. S-Vhcko M 
H3C Co.fr fc-i s 

tL'aohin.^fto 0 C tfet 



B 



M«5. " 

i 

- <e\ r t 




B 



1 

^''V> j 



SB 


v/ 



*7 A.1 - — 

c*. «•*</ 


mas. fu n £a 
£/4cZcio £ecnt. 
So-Uq^r ho A/y iQ' 

■ 

i 


v/' 



/ra - 

H 

Oarv^ergJ-ic Ccohra 
A^eK.fecw^ <6> (el 

Q523|^3j32K&9ii 

■h 


y 



5oe.~~ 

H 

Annie. (Auric OtfKi 
£f8 Ore^fo o+ Aft- A 

H.nto.^rt Ki Urdi 

■B 


y| 

$ 


/CX> " 

■ 

vSrtd 4 Pok N4-hcn c\ 
1 6c x (cC 

iVbfcrue ,Ki 

fWC. 

Tfcib^C s 
Ofefaln.'H'i 


J 

i 


<T<*' 


Subtotal This Page * 4 . 30 $ 


I 


rtf X 
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SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 


' JtlliAm H CAM£S £ Y - f Cfl/TilSry R>rt 
(Name of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Sena±t 


Data 


'H 


Name and Address 


Att-lS+cn AdweRlisjoR 1 
74»3o St. J 

On-iflHft, N£. 6?lH 


Se/vx+e Victoru Ru-\d 
sta*< Cftp<+*\ &t*i, 

" 1 &p£>>A- Ks 


- Purpose of Expenditure 
or Disbursement 


UOncf '317 nS 
5 d tomes 


Amount 


3ns ? y 




rl boo&shon 


‘SCG,™ 


EConc Pnnt. 
?o fee X 4 CM I 
TopeM Ks 




% 


tffindact G/^ds 


I SI. 7^ 


3,11 C«oiPS£'| 
flfchioc.fy} j<b UjCCZ. 


% % 


m i i^>o 

A ■■?'? i {h i fait 


/OS’. 


C 30 




9u 


fo.ll CrtOifSccj 
Z3MS 2(0^ RD 
A-ViUhSO/Q VKs (ckC02_ 


rnileAg. 

2.33 Oil/*. 




0i |\ Cftfnpsfu 
Z3fc»S 

Ql£bi±^p Ks frl-ooz. 


fn, ie^usc 

J?5TJ mtU:> 

X- 21df/-v>Klx 


47 


ST* 




% 


Bill CfiWSEU 
ZiG>>5 2/0 KD 
fl j-cJii •h.an ft-Q U>b>00a. 


mi inx/js 


c ?^3 flrul+S 
3-1 £ (XrftKJLr 


76 ^ 






KfliP, itadio 
A/ S’ 1 *' .sf 
d±£hL&2£ M O&CCri 




75. tc 


H r PK mdio 

3003 -SCO UAfO 


ToPex* 


ftOAt/vl 
ttS </*/(/, 1 1 


Rfid.o Ads 


19*. 


C oo 


Subtotal This Page 


t?MJ3 


Comptet* if 


Total Itemized Expenditures This Period 


iTotaHJnitemized Expenditures of $50 or less 


{TOTAL EXPENDITURES & OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 
1THIS PERIOD (to line 4 of Summary) 


5 


Page 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


Ionian Jones, Democrat 

>f Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


ate 

Mrnne and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Oocuparfon of Individual 
GHrino Mora Than 4150 

Chock 

Anorooriata Box 

tab Chads lean Ota 

Amount of 
Cash, Check, 
Loan or 
Other Racetot 

/96 

R.J. Reynolds Tobacco 
c/o Ronald.. Hein Co. 

5845 SW 29th St. 
Topeka, KS 66614 


1 




. 

$ 150.00 

/96 

Democratic Senatorial 
Campaign Committee 
430 S. Capitol St., SC 
Washington, D.C 20003 



x 



1,000.00 

6/96 

Roche HLR Service Corp. 
c/o Sandra Constant 
30682 Bldora Ct. 
Evergreen, CO 80439 



X 




6/96 

KS Political Action Coir 
715 W, 10th St. 

Topeka, KS 66612 

n 


D 



100.00 

)6 

The Boeing Co. 

P. ,0. Box 7730 
Wichita, KS 67277-7730 






250.00 

>/96 


2 


I 



mm 

13/96 

wamm 

C) 


D 



200.00 

27/96 

Kansas Optometric (PAC) 
1266 SW Topeka Blvd 
Topeka, KS 66612 



n 



250.00 


ibtotal This Pa ge 2,3000.00 


Total Itemized Receiota for Period 


Total Unitemized Contributions ($50 or less) 


Sale of Political Materials (Unitemized) 


Total Contributions When Contributor Not Known 


TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PERIOD (to line 2 of Summery) 

FkkTW'T'IHk 


Page 


of -A. 


2 
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SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 


.erman Jones, Denoera^ , , 

ne of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 
or Disbursement 

Amount 

m 

KS Senate Victory Fund 
c/0 DSCC 
P. O. Box 1811 
Tonaka. KS 66601 

Contribution 

$800.00 

20/96 

KS Democratic Party 
Jayhawk Towers 
700 Jackson 

*Pr»p<*1r» f IS 

Contribution 

1,500.00 

22/96 

KS, Senate Victory Fund 
c/o DSCC 
P. O. Box 1811 
Topeka, KS 66601 

Contribution 

L, 000. 00 

/1 0/96 

KS Senate Victory Fund 
c/o DSCC 
P. O. Box 1811 
Topeka, KS 66601 

Contribution 

MM\ 

/24/96 

Ron H. . Brown Foundation, Inc. 
2121 K Street, NW, Ste.625 
Washington, D.C. 20037 

Tickets 

100.00 

/1 4/96 

Wyandotte County Democratic 
Central Committee 
P. O. Box 1216 
Kansas ty r KS 66117 

.Tickets 

i 

550.00 











- 



>total This Page " V. , 4,450.00 


Total Itemized Expenditures This Period 

4,450.00 

Total Unitemized Expenditures of $50 or less 

241.00 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 
THIS PERIOD (to fine 4 of Summary) 

4,691 .00 


of c 


Page 1 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

JLim rj, J?y 

.e of Candidate, Party Committee 6r Political Committee) 


Date 

Naim and Address 
of Contributor 

BSSI 

Check 

Airorooriate Box 
Cash Check Loan Otfaw 

Amount of 
Cash, Check, 
Loan or 
Other Receipt 

X 

D*"tacrfcJ*' C*y*. 
f=b <J« 0rn ; 7if«u>- ICS 

»>■* 


B 



■ ■ 

wsasm 

\ 




<s 




V 

IZ*iM Put. 

W. iC^u SV- 
TopxJtc, Vi* C,(.UIV 

Ev( ^C<i <-i , 


< 



lOoo<ZL 

V 

/4t, 

Q&-rkrV\ 
ilC?0 5^j 
Tcv/v.Vi^ 

H 


x. 



So°t 


l£ts\st.i C& /iWuttvrif 

?/Jo - Pb 5oo i 

Tift^Ku. »^5" UUO^ 


1 

B 



lOo&L 

m 




< 



So°j? 


Siot ei c*% 
tJtcU.Ui fcJ 1*71,1 V 

Docf-o i A^P 

1 

B 



lod*> 

V 

£Jvjv'<4 

/OWLt £ Zft+>Sf-Te-r~ 


1 

B 





Subtotal This Page % 7J$00 QjS - 


Con^lMa 

Total Itemized Receipts for Period 

13 gOfcQ.a? 

Klcct 

Total Unitemized Contributions ($50 or less) 

rvmrm 

P^«e» 

Sale of Political Materials (Unitemized) 

2 0.00 ... _ 

iqluflyli 

Total Contributions When Contributor Not Known 

J 0.00 


TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PBBOD (to line 2 of Summary) 

EUSTim 


Page . 


of 
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SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

Jc* .ofc & 


ie of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Navnt and Address 


Purpose of Expenditure 



VjL* O't'h'n-y fu^A 

'U. f>D \9li 7 
^VlUgl 


j7-j i U Qiai>4A^ (l*t* 

' 'Mukt fc fcfc/oc, ' FjJ //U ^ h/ 




% 




*\ 


Vh 


E lech**-* c(ft 

~UO I £/| 

0 lift***- IrfpOL I 


j)L U/V.W<A^ 
Cr ?33 


VoftA U'lH^ 






?c» k-$* 


PoiL — 

p>i &C £« > — 


^h»te i/we / /&.<* £^&Ht 4 

¥in * 




ECo-n 0 P/~* 

A? A> wy/ 

/6/*ckl> Ks (tiirOV 


fa to /~* 
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10/28/98 11:32 1*3 18 798 9921 ART TAKKA9ILL 


14) ou* 


SCHEDULE A 

cownwmow and other recqpts 


MT*rwMM»S 0 WDMvfct 2 S 



1CM7-0S ICHCA-PAC 
P0M231 
Cofcyo«o.ia 67337 


Amount of 
Cooh, Chock 
Loon or 
Otor Roocript* 

Kan o— llo aWh Coro X SZKLOO 

MM 



KM24S CoraioKM^f X 7SL00 

1401 Carolyn 8t 
(Mk NO €7037 


0*41*9 P o rno Bo— l ur— Camp Co — II D8CC X toOttOO . 

P.O. Boo 1011 
Tapofca, KB 60801 


H i iM to n t— Pogo 

Tottl Bon*— dRocaiptoforPMotf 



Bl^eSLOQ 

tiaia&oo 

t22ftflQ 

9U&SJ0Q 


10/28/96 10:31 TX/RX HO. 3077 P % 006 






OCT-28— 96 HON 10:08 


FAX NO. ai3Kft*4/3 


f, W 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECBPTS 


iamrwifr* jo &s*£ fee »Shfe &uck * — 

Nam* of Candidate, Party ComnOttaa or PoBticat Commhtte) 


Data 

i ... 

Hama and Addraa* 
of ContrMor 

PAC AflVation 
OR 

Occupation of todfeidu at 
GMm Mom Than $150 

Chadc 

teh CM tat Ota 

Aaaaontaf 
Caait, Chart, 
Ion or 

V*/ofr 

fitaorftYV ft* 1 * &ne6Wt(, 2*c- 

PoAap 
Sfc Cool* | Ko 

6anK 

...... 






thhu 

Ikjrtwtf** SunatorUl Qa*p*j*p 
domotfu ^ J 

*fao $. C»po'foi| ^ 

4nwp*y CoirrhriiUe 





♦lot*,* 

*14* 

(jeooux 

N*oo ladnsi* Ata. 
(UifUArvC.OH H*4tOT 

UrfhATn*sf**+J iors 
**■* 
Vi40sH 






’/*>/«■ 

K-To.pt, 

(boi S.Ste'fcW* 
W*civ^f WAI3 

KS ^TVwW, 
AurkjujWol T&^LdJ 

ferfuc*H(m 

1 




♦too* 


faroas rie£br\ OpnmiJW. 

US W. JO* st-. 

7Sp»Ka.,KS M»wjj 

KinjM %L'HW 

Kn^A 





*loao* 

&/«■ 

Grlasvwv (!orpo»Wiitai 
ft? ^W6 

I KS li7Wo( 

drvH Rumbu^j 





*s»* 

'/'/tt 

0** £ Sdwudf 

| . 






■’bin 

tf— ■ 

iiuncJ«vJU4' 





V- 


Subtotal ThU Paga * Y3oo ~ 


f»mna 

Total Itemized Receiots for Parted 

i8?x?5WflB 

Ptota 

Total Unltemlzed Contribution* ($50 or less) 



Sale of Political Materials (Unitemized) 


M 


Q‘i>o\ 


~ l w *1 cBL 1 ’’T 1 ’il 

nFJtmsES} 


Paoa > of 7 


10/28/96 09:08 


TX/HX NO. 3085 


P.003 
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OCT-28-98 HON 10: IB SBB 


FAX MX 813S2S2473 y. 11 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSBUENTS 


Cttwwlln t Iktt Stow Brim far State Sjggjfe 

(Naroa of Can&data, Party Committae or Poetical Commltteal 


Mi 

! 

t 

i 

srOkhMiMMit 



Senojc V»c4oru Rwu 
to foi [W 

TbpcXn i toto*pot 

fti Utr^, Strifes * Woup 

Hi 

/A/* 

PkinkJX 

IW WU. 7* 

,*S fe*7b0J 


* no~ 


(?0unlb tS(W- 

70/ 

tk^JtfCS *740/ 

ffa+ffiruj 

H 

V'°/% 

/fcVo OMlv^y Vo AfJkt* 
t *S b7 40/ 

Displays 

*'At& 

*/*/* 

Ofis (Jo Mb (W c*t4r 
v5AlJ 6Vc©Jp\ ry.’y-c 
Heiuso fc7b©i 



V* o/h 

KH*± 
to fcoi to 

Haajo.K* b-ifcoi 

^s4/o 

mam 

lAo/r* 

**«/r 

4360 H*ii 
j W-uioiKS WlbOl 

<¥»«</• 



ten va- iV* 

ton WO i 

&u*b Ad 

m 


KZLS 
5m a. a? 1 ' 

ffaio Ad 

*»* 

Subtotal This Page 


*«33gs.ard 



zsmwm 

SSBSSSSSS *! r FT — ■— 

■mggj 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES A OTHER DtSOURSaXENT* 
THIS PERIOD ftp Ona 4 of SaironaTvl 



Pago / of 5^ 


10/28/96 09:08 TX/M IW.3055 P.OU 
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done UUU- « 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

Diana I Maries 

^ of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Oats 

Name and Address 

of Contributor 

PAC Affttation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Givino Mora Than $160 

■ss 


i- 96 


O.S. Senate PAC 









1 




100. op 

u5=5«* 

McPherson Co. Democrats 
1524 Trail North 
McPherson Ks 67460 

* 

Central Committee 

1 




200.00 

10-96 


Insurance Agent 

1 

1 



200.00 

10-96 



1 

1 



75.00 

10-96 

Dickinson Co Demo Cant Cam 
Box 302 

Solomon Ks 67480 

Central Comm 

1 

X 



80.00 

10-96 

Democratic Senatonial 
Campaign Committee 
Box 1811 
Topeka Ks 66601 

State Demo Senators 

1 

I 



500.00 

10-96 

Transportation Political 
Education League 
14600 Detroit Ave 
Cleveland OH 44107 

United Transportation 
Onion 

1 

1 



200.00 

10-96 

Kansas Political Action 
Ooaaittee 
715 W 10th 
Topeka Ks 66612 

ROSA Teachers Union 

1 

1 



1000.00 

28-96 

Tampa state Banksharee Inc. 
P 0 Box 7 
Tampa Ks 67483 


1 

I 



100.00 


gtal This Pape 3455. qo 


of 3 


Pagel_ 
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OWi lUUUbb w 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

Diana £ Dierks 

iB of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 
or DMxKsemem _____ 

Amount 

S-96 

Marion County Record 
117 S. 3rd 
Marion Xs 66861 

Ad 

90.00 

5r-96 

All Valley Shopper 
Abilene Ks 67410 

Ads 

75.00. 

6-96 - 

m 

Abilene Printing Co 
207 ME 3rd 
Abilene Ks 67410 

Cards 

231.83 

6-96 ‘ 

% Printing Plus 
15 E 6th 

- Biparia Ks 66801 

Signs, cards 

678.67 

6-96 

Senate Victory Fund 
Rm 347 N 
Capitol Bldg 
Topeka Ks 66612 

Mailings 

800.00 

3-96 

KNGEr-KBBE 
P O Box 1069 
McPherson Ks 67460 

Radio Ads 

567.00 

*10-96 

Artshirt 
109 M Mein 
Lindsbarg Ks 67456 

T-shirts 

123.31 

*10-96 

Printing Plus 
15 E 6th 
Enparia Ks 66801 

Cards 

319.63 

-10-96- 

Abilene Reflector Chronicle 
P 0 Bax 8 
Abilene Ks 67510 

Ads 

m 

-10-96 

Herington Tiroes 
P O Box 310 
Herington Ks 67449 

Ads 

110.25 

ibtotal This Page 


3065.29 


Page 


1 — 1 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

COMMITTEE FOR MARGE PETTY 

ame of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 

te Occupation of Type 

calved Name and Address Individual Giving 

of Contributor More Than $150 

eas. PAC Affiliation 


/01/96 Democratic Senatorial Camp* Comm. PAC 
430 S. Capitol, SE 
Washington DC 20003- 


/ 21/96 Distilled Spirits Council of 
the United States, Inc. 

1250 Eye Street, NW 
Washington DC 20005- 


/21/9^ Clark Duffy 


/11/96 Ecowater Systems 


/31/96 

/06/96 Jett Elmer 



Corporation 


Business 


Consultant 


Social worker 


Retired 


SUBTOTAL THIS PAGE 


Page <$• of 


Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 

Check 


Amount of 
Cash Check 
Loan or 
Other 
Receipt 

1000.00 

100.00 

25.00 

100.00 

25.00 
100.00 

75.00 

10.00 
100.00 

1535.00 
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SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 


COMMITTEE FOR MARGE PETTY 


ame of 

Candidate, Party Committee or 

Political Committee) 


te 

Name and Address 

Purpose of 
Expenditure 
or Disbursement 

Amount 

/ 02/96 

US Postmaster 
1410 NW Gage 
Topeka KS 66618- 

Postage 

612.16 

/ 02/96 

US Postmaster 
1410 NW Gage 
Topeka KS 66618- 

Stamps 

52.00 

/05/96 

Central National Bank 
8th and Quincy 
Topeka KS 66603- 

Service charge 

2.00 

/06/96 

Senate Victory Fund 
PO Box 1811 
Topeka KS 66601- 

Contribution 

800.00 

/22/96 

Advance Voting Project 
PO Box 2514 
Topeka KS 66601- 

Service for voters 

1000.00 

/ 28/96 

Nathan Ham Photography 
320 NW Laurent 
Topeka KS 66608- 

Print 

21.23 

/28/96 

Wolf e's earners 
635 S. Kansas Ave. 
Topeka KS 66603- 

Photos 

12.47 

728/96 

Custom Photographic Services 
116 E. 7th 
Topeka KS 66603- 

Contact sheet 

7.32 

•/03/96 

Central National Bank 
8th and Quincy 
Topeka KS 66603- 

Service charge 

1.00 

»/06/96 

Son j a Erickson 

Reimb. for copies 

7.50 


PO BOX 1811 
Topeka KS 66601- 


SUBTOTAL THIS PAGE 


Page 


& of 


2515.68 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

/ jlh £kiZ£. y 

jme of Candidate* Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

Name and Address 
Of Contributor * 

EBBS 


nu 

tyf* 

STVLl./jf& At* re GefiPjj 
So* / ^ (s* 

/S&l/ t 



/ 



£*o+oo 

6 U/te 




/ 



£*00 - 


fere w*6u,o Tf-flsste. 
*3«o £ tL 

rr/5r/^,/t^s titc3 






EM 

kjL- 

\ f&W £BT3F$ 

■1 mm 


1 



/<?<» - 

afat. 

rtu£ Zf/tf/CrOM 

{\JuTl -£ /j tJfti •J 

a 1 JJ O 

/ 


1 



3ado eO 

l/<fL . 

tfA/urS L -rfet/r 
y/irJrs 

A'C- AC'S (. <* i*L 



E 



■ 

‘f/fc 

Pu.lviA ^eAlKiS 

m A t/ACr£ms/JT~ C-cKr 

/** PA A* A*r 
<Jrii y.A< J. y. /Ac/ 7 

/ 


/ 



M 

idfL 

z'&fi/AToAt HU* 

c*2'*s J 

*4 So So & A^sfeA sS 

v/ 


1 



■ 

!fk 

tk,tSG.J-£ At/r* 0*t1 
Z7#.o s o 

/^<ll4 LLiat, 

Cfe 


E 



m 

l 

JsL 

/Vo 

rJo 


8 



m 

□total This Page 3 © ' 


P»np 


/ 
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SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

A r igs flcr LE.?/- 

ime of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Comminee) 


Date 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 
or Disbursement 

Amount 

r HfL 



/p3,o£ 

tyn 

Q./rV fiS/iAsAtl 
20. *hfl/Z/r\S rfloflO 

fy/JsA<, <L iT V , K& L(m ton 

flOf£PTl5E.AU Z/JT" 

/6a.Si> 


K4/SA5 <£. /ry KaiJsaJ 
$tL4- f\PCAsr fro */& 

'fo/JSA - S £1/"'/ Ks Li/t?- 


/££-. 2^ 

f * 
*>[% 

P/4/<Z£ GHoPPBg 
Lf.*? s~c fto £ A-. ftfj « 

/\ a e t. * a / n PaPK It's Ui. 

Lo */Q.H Bo/J 

ai 

L>4. 7 3 

f * 

•Hl 

Wen 5 /?x/A/r//s<s ^ 
■34/tf srflt>4& AVf 
rffi/fsAs <l,t 4 s & LlioL 

MAH PA /OAf 

*-boRA\ 

jtt 

Q.oAKXONtT') PoBUSfiSl. 

34 1 4 five" 

tyrfsks a /ry t gs GLtoL 

> - 

Ao-SEPT /S/a/g 

Lxl, o° 

l/it 

Ttn? PfCotfi PU6UQAT/ 
$4/4 srrrt 1 *"* rtf* 
ifis/sA S GjTY jg LL /2>4, 

o4S 

AdVf&t/s/ /& 

/IAjOQ 

kht 

r~a£ 1 '5 a<,*K.tP /&»t/Qj)eT 
///// 4o4 tfs»4 OP/fE 

5 4 A JrJjr£,fds L L 2.0*3 

g £r s ^ — - 

£ LZQ'T's* /l ( t&ht' 

PpprV 

m 

/ 

Vfc 

Sre/P rt.£i£s 

*f &oO &J. A S Af £ 

/fastSA s G/rVX S>LC t 

S4T£P TA>aJ S*tC A 7~ 
£E£Q.Tro/J fftr&f*/ 

PA# ry / 

m 

'■'he 

Sc a/ at tr v jc.ro ti FdtlJ> 
po /So* J/J 

t oPfJ^_ A A^S eJ 

\J 

1 

Act. 

• \ 

/cotal This Page *4 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

— 

(Name of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 



Amount of 
Cash. Chech. 

Loan or 
Other Recttot 

m 


P 

E/3 

■ 




/ 

4r*+~ 


//it 






/ja.* 9 f 


£ y?e* 

/Vc . 





A X 

Ufa 

i ftr rf - • 

6 6 // £ 


■ 

i 



o?*=^" ,/ 


7*/7£./3* 

QstUxf 

^&A**rUX**^ . 

■ 

a 


, 

<*«**" / 


WSk 

■ 

■ 

B 

1 


/ 

/.=**** 

H* 

/fa> * 

/3&# .4 *>'S* - 



/ 




%/u 







A**-' em ' / 

a 

)7drfr n A'* ^ 


■ 

B 




Wu 


2 


I 

Vi 

i 


*/ 

S+A 


[Subtotal This Page poqqo 


of & 


Page 



























Dots 


Name and Address 


Purpose of Expenditure 
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DANIELS FOR STATE SENATE 
SCHEDULE A - CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


DATS 

HUME AND ADDRESS 
OF CONTRIBUTOR 

PAC AFF. 
OR OCC. 

AMOUNT 

CASH CHECK LOAN 

072696 

Cleda Dodge 
1403 2nd 

Dodge City, KS 67801 


X 

25.00 

080*96 

Democratic Senatorial 
Campaign Coni* 

430 South Capital 8.E. 
Washington/ D.C. 20003 


X 

1,000.00 

080496 

% 

Don Smith 

2206 Roanoke Rd. 

Dodge City, KS 67801 


X 

150.00 

081296 

Leslie Hess 
1911 6th Ave. 

Dodge City, KS 67801 


X 

200.00 

081496 

WILSON, LEE 6 GURNET 
1861 N. Rock Rd. Ste. 320 
Wichita, KS 67206 

X 

300.00 

081496 

Kansas Political Action 
Comittee 
715 Nest 10th St. 
Topeka, KS 66612 

KNEA 

X 

1,000.00 

082696 

Joyce Allegruccd 
P. O. Box 4385 
Topeka, KS 66604 


X 

100.00 

082696 

Olenn Kerbs 
2300 Kerri Dr. 

Dodge City, KS 67801 


X 

100.00 

082696 

Kathryn Saghrue 
1809 La Mesa 
Dodge City, KS 67801 


X 

50.00 

082996 

Gertrude Jones 
1914 Central, *412 
Dodge City, KS 67801 


X 

10.00 

090396 

Evelyn Steiael 
11804 Doll St. 

Bright, KS 67882 

Page 1 

of 3 

X 

Page Total 

105.00 

3,040.00 
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• • SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

L«t*>ftroc<. P Poui'g/* 

3 of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Dais 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 
or Disbursement 

Amount 

f/n 

Ro. «** n«v 
T.pete.tfS ***•/ 

♦Rri/i'cei 

?00.«« 


K*y GfiEtem 
/i | f«*’/r+^r*3 

fi.ik .X2r £*7 P* 1 




gj^^ssad 

ESHSSEEfflB 

ETutre/*p«f, C*Py><£3 

l 

/?7.aV 




/J<r. P7 


Hi 


3«C.r<f 

6/f4 

JDjc. 

t4*>*e*i sikv«*> 

|"fo/ utydk**f 
Oeiii/er, CO ?OOda 

✓o^r /,'** 

332. 


fieji 

p.e. d«>f 43 oo/7 

cutU* r ~r* irz£y 

Te/epioa*. CiweNr-^c-^ 

9777 


^'4 4mviV« feli'fl^ f 5fad<W 
P.O. (3e^c /4 ^ 

c3c-ft^r-s^ I"—/. V7/3I 

y*rJ S‘*'a* , s 

7S*<d 

///ft 

Hi 

(a|Ic«j « il» 

5^r- /n»+*rt\ Is 

3 n.i 1 

\ 


< 5 £*J tfs SeM>'«<- S«?*c©^ 
R6. 6«c lfS7 
Syrue^M, Is5 47?7f 

}Jeu >Sf+ f <r A*l 

in.** j 

I i 

..total This Page ! 


Page 


I of 3 






























Page 
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SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

JjJaAj?. G- 

.e of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 
or Disbursement 

Amount 

% 




% 

tPayjfds frUity v Cofy**j 

P /» / -t Y / *yy 

33? ^ 

m 

5>'j>r A* 

S 

g| 

% 

» Ao 



w 

7 4 * SUl 4 Qof/er 



y Vfi 

hfMkT 

fid 


'6/ 

% 

ms^m 

V-4- rY f aj 

740 s - 

tf/ 

4/ft 

/(ujjsus 

Ad 


% 

TXe. /fa.fz4 f/gKis 



% 

H waaam 

Ad 4‘r*9 , nj 

t,*t* 

jtotal This Page 


& di3M- 


Paoe / of -2- 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 
GRETA HALL GOODWIN 


ame of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee! 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Giving More Than $150 

Check 

Appropriate Box 

C««h Ch«ck Loan OtHtr 

Amount of 
Cash. Check. 

Loan or 
Other Receiot 

3/04/96 

Mesa 

?. 0. Box 2009 
Amarillo, TX 79189-2009 

T. Boone Pickens and 
staff of Mesa Limited 
Partnership 


1 



150.00 

8/04/95 

Richard and Rosalie Rock 
P. 0. Box 618 
Arkansas City, KS 67005 



1 



n 

8/04/96 




I 



200. OG 

8/04/96 

Kansas Optometric-PAC 
1266 SW Topeka 81vd. 
Topeka, KS 66612 

Kansas Ootometric 


n 



500.00 

•8/04/96 

Care Pac of Kansas 958 
Blue Cross/Blue Shield 
1133 SM Tooeka 81vd. 
tooeka, KS 66629-0001 

Insurance 


D 


i 

150.00 

18/06/96 

Democractic Senatorial 
Campaign Committee 
430 So. Capitol, S.E. 
Washington, OC 20003 

Democractic Sena tor ia 
Camoaign Committee 


x . 


1,000.00 

)8/ 19/96 

Kansas Political Action Comr 
715 West 10th St. 

Topeka, KS 66612 

. 

KNEA Education Assoc. 

1 

■ 

1,000.00 

W19/96 

The Boeing Company 
P. 0. Box 3999 
Seattle. WA 98124-2499 

Ai rcraft 


* 

• 


500.00 

D8/19/96 

Gary £. Hanna 
P. 0. Box 490 
Winfield, KS 67156 

Financial Advisor 

! 

1 

X 


i 

200.00 

09/03/96 

Pfizer, Inc. 

9614 High Drive 
Leawood, KS 66206 

Phamaceuticai 

1 

HI 

i 

150.00 j 


Subtotal This Page 3,950.00 


Pace 


1 


of 


5 
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SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 
GRETA HALL GOODWIN 


>e of Candidate, Parry Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 
or Disbursement 

Amount 

727/96 

Tim's T-Shirts 
2403 West Ninth 
Winfield, KS 67156 

political t-shirts 

I 53,32 j 

731/96 

Signs and Designs 
P. 0. Box 49515 
Wichita, KS 67201 

decals for existing 
political signs 

154,61 

702/96 

The Arkansas City Traveler 
200 East Fifth 
Arkansas City, KS 67005 

political advertising 

327.40 

1/03/96 

U. S. Postal Service 
218 East 10th 
Winfield, KS 67156 

s tamps 

64.00 

19/96 

Senate Victory Fund 

State Capitol Bulldino, Room 347 

Topeka, KS 66612 

contribution 

800.00 

1/12/96 

The Winfield Daily Courier ; 

201 East Ninth Avenue 
Winfield, KS 67156 j 

advertising 

82.60 

1/19/96 

Signs and Designs { 

P. 0. Box 49515 >4x8 large yard signs 

Vichtta, KS 67201 ! 

2,292.37 

1/25/96 

I a!! * n 1 wise, expenses: campaign office 

420 East 12th Avenue ; supplies, funds raiser expenses, 

Winfield, KS 67156 • postage, advertising, parade 

. decorations. 

370.85 

1/29/96 

Craig Goodwin ' 
1310 East Ninth 1 
Winfield, KS 67156 | 

reimbursement for 4 x 8 olyboard 
for signs 


3/29/96 

Signs and Designs ; „ . . 

P. 0. Box 49515 * s, 9 ns 

Wichita, KS 67201 

847.20 


jtotal This Page 5,282:41 


of 3 


Page 1 

























1889 


OCT-aa-M MM •>:« »■« Mue.MLKt* - »l* .»9 ■tfSii 

' SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

V > A , y-te^ 

(Name of Candidate. Party Committee or Political Committee! 


Dele 

Nome and AsWtew 
ftfConuftutor 


.a 

*aae 

MiCM* 

itflk 

ftettl 

IM 

k» 

OSmp 

Amount of 
Cesh, Chock. 
Loaner 

rtHH-SV 

ftpmo 

avie SB -n>*fi}***#l>* 
tbVcius Us. uuuoS 



E 



fS>oe>.°® 

8-i-su 
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✓ 



iOoe>*° 

Viv^u 

•J>fUv£ US. 

)2idl ** ^ 

TDPEfcft K s * tWUOS 
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SO D. m 

y-io-su 

siMI 

tftirPiTfU. 

, Svf»ERiwiw^eAsr 


E 



/VO*’® 
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rftft* 4 * ToCrte 
uiZae- ist* 
t)mrvo» Ks. 4>10U7 



S 



/Oft'® 

H8J 

Co. KS. b©rr\*<ft!m 
L^OOTwtlo'^ Cu.\aB 
OTTAWA KS.LUC><p 7 



B 



/oo.“° 








/os-*® 


joi.e»j P'.Gaabiu. 
tiUl C«SLO.I*« 
"Tbpe** K». 4kLoV 



E 



joo-°° 

S-iO'lt 

iiii 



E 




) 

ptivwo- **efM*iorr - . 
nao nvj ht** 

L5C8 ^wr i«»r e*M>VA09t 

_ — : _j 

ont>r vsmvsr 
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E 



Z?D°* 


[Subtotal This Pape ^ «i<j5. *° 


P»B» Of S. 


10/28/96 12:54 


TX/HX NO. 3096 


P.004 
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OCT<2«>«« HON •! :S2 P* AtU6.HM.K6R •* * «3 4.4 93 1 4 

SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

— vant-ugg 

(Name of Candidate,. Party CommlttM or Political Committee) 


Data Nmw and Adtfrass Purpoaa off ExpandHure Amount 


to-n-^u 

7-3MV 


P^SVCC 

, VSS. Uuohi. 
|w\Kt ~ 


Ds*v>**n> miC ^ffpSHc 

vsa 




leoa N. 

OTTftw/i J Mfe. UUoV*) 

erf vet-ore s 

2.UW. Ik 


fvxi^vA) CO, ftOP«AAt.fC 
|^\ S. f*EA<*L 

t VCS . ^VpO“7| 

Sv»fc«c*H*n 0 rO 
^oaRT«siK/o- 

Sl.« 

1.1-7, *° 

jm-tv 

<*-Z04l- 

SfioAia yj\ cTot^-y 
f.o. B*k ISO 
T* P€*KA- US v»uu o / 

C6HW8ur/p w 
pOU-tf>C* £.TpeiuS€S 

«oo.*“ 


C-PRU 

2 Skiff V»» *«&$*< AP< 
fA«ul>, KS. U*OH 

COOKIE" pUf^OftAjSS/^ 

H 

f0-n-5tp 

B2253SB32E53BBBI 

r'trttr Fen. TfM.nfcR*ia 


3 

< 

O 

r 

-T**'* 4 &\\>WS tTAU- 
era/ e. *mu- % , # 

O A A ^ • Ter-ii 6“ ^<S UU0W4 

fefhO r 5 ®* 

■ 

10-tV-^V 

IVRtn^tj m L 

atuoa tie. Roft5 

P»«i* fe Uuoti 

TMueo t C\fc*M*3 FvwnOR8ise« 


Subtotal This Page * v 

■■■■ H 

rras^a 


Peg® V of 3 

10/28/96 12:54 TX/RX N0.3Q96 P.011 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

Feleciano Campaign for tht 90* » 

ame of Candidate* Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

- Occupation of Individual 
Giving Wore Than $150 

Check 

Appropriate Box 
CmJ» ChMfc Lean Othar 

Amount of 
Oesh, Check. 

Loan or 
Other Receiot 

8- 1-96 

The Kansas Realtors PAC 
3644 Burlingame Road 
Topeka , Kansas 66611 

Real Estate PAC 

1 

1 



$ 1,000.00 

8- 2-96 

MESA 

P. 0. Box 2009 

Amarillo, Texas 79189-2009 

Corporation 

1 

X 



$ 200.00 

8- 2-96 

Kansas Dealers Election. Asti 
800 S. W. Jackson Ste.110 
Topeka, Kansas 66612 

jn Committee 
Automobile Dealers 


X 



$ 200.00 

8- 3-96 

Kansas Cable PAC 
P.O. Box 3027 
Wichita, Xansas 67201 

Cable PAC 

1 

I 



$ 500.00 

J- 3-96 




2H 

1 

1 

1 


B9j 

■ 

Democratic Senatorial Campai 
430 South Capital S.E. 
Washington, D.C, 20003 


1 

I 



$ 1,000.00 

8-12-96 

Western Resources Employee p 

P.O. Box 889 

Topeka, Kansas 66601 

KC Utility Employee 
PAC 


X 



$ 250.00 

8-14-96 



1 

1 

1 

1 

$ 1,000.00 

9- 4-96 

Panhandle Eastern Corpora tie 
5400 Nestheimer 
Houston, Texas 770S6 

gaa 

■ 

1 

1 

1 

1 

$ 250.00 

9- 4-96 

Democratic Senatorial Campai 

P.O. Box 1811 

Topeka, Kansas 66601 

jn Coemittee 
Senate Campaign Com. 


X 



$ 1,000.00 


[Subtotal This Page » s*eso.oo 


Page 


of 9 
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1892 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

»«Uci«ao i-im 1 " 11 tSS. *- h » an '° 

ne of Candidate. Party Committee or Political Committee} 


Date 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 
ot Disbursement 

Amount 

-25-96 

Diane McDermitt 
6845 Hast 76th St. 

Overland Park, Kansas 66204 

Entering Data for Maas Mailing 
Piece 

#1056 

$ 241.00 

-22-96 

American Express 

P.0. Box 630001 

Dallas, Texas 75363-0001 

Campaign Expenses for Meals, 
Gasoline and Mileage 

#1055 

$ 346.97 

-26-96 

•t 

Kansas Turnpike Authority 

P.0. Box 780007 

■Wichita, Kansas 67278-0007 

Turnpike Fees #1Q57 

6 100.00 

'-23-96 

II. S. Postmaster 
Chisholm Station 
Wichita, Kansas 67217 

Postage 

#1050 

$ 128.00 

-15-96 

Commissioner of Election 
510 North Main 
Wichita, Kansas 67203 

Primary Eleotion Computer 
Return Report 

#1058 

$ 11.85 

12-96 

Kansas Democrat Party 
P.O. Box 1914 
Topeka, Kansas 66601 

Voter ZD Program; Polling 
Voter contact Services 
Field Organisation 

$ 800.00 

15-96 

American Express 

P.O. Box 630001 

Dallas, Texas 75363-0001 

Campaign Expenses for Meals, 
Gasoline end Mileage 

<1060 

$ 404.67 

29-96 

Sophie George 
2900 SB Aries Ave 
Topeka, Kansas 66603 

Data Entry for Mailing 

#1061 

$ 213.61 

1-96 

Diane McDermitt 
6845 West 76tk-St. 

Overland Park, Kansas 66204 

Data Entry for Mailing 

<1062 

$ 176.97 

2-96 

>v 

O.S. Postmaster 
Chisholm Station 
Wichita, Kansas 67217 

Postage 

11063 

$ 96.00 


jtal This Page a 2 . si9.cn 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

(areas Danoqridc_State Omnittee , 

=»me of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

1 jTill J 

Check | Amount of 

Aoorooriate Box Cash. Check. 

Cm* Check Lean Other 1 Loan Of 

1 Other Baceiot 

mo 

Association of Trial lawyers 
20007 

MgteriTip Gtynizaticn 


X 


I 1 

j i 15000.00 

l ! . 

m 


Caipaign GmnLttee 

l 

1 

1 

1 


>/27 

Christine Carey far State Serso 
10320 thaat State W 
liman, KS 67546 

! Caipsigp Omnittee 

l 

1 

1 

1 

150.00 

728 

Nocbert CteHirg 
3006 Tan 0 3mter Dt 
Hoys, KS 67601 



X 


! 

100.00 

/8 | 
1 

Gamdttee For Responsible j j ! x j 500.00 

Gowemnent | ! j ! i \ 

700 SW Jackscn Ste 803 i 1 ' \ l \ 

Iberia. KS 66603 ■ 1 1 

no 

Feleriano Camaigi for the 90's 
815 Barbara St 
Wichita, KS 67217 

Onpaigp Omnittee 

i 

1 

■ 

800.00 

/16 j Findley for State Bepcegentetire 

‘ j * 1741 W 19th St Apt 8A 
La*exe, KS 6606 

Qnped^i Omnittee 


X 

i 

i 

! 

1 

i 

i 

400.00 

fl \ CMC Services Occpcrat±iVtfarrfed 

HO j 430 S Capitol SE 

i “***“'’ rc 20003 

Nnticnal Party 


I 

1 

l 

6250.00 • 

3125.00 

3/16 | BC Non-Meal Trtirtoant 

1 433 S Capitol SE 

1 liehirgtcn, DC 20033 

National Party 

i 

1 

i 

i 

2125,00 

yio United Dncoats far Kansas i House Dgimats 

| fiooc 824 
; lopete, KS 66601 

i i 

I 

i 

amm 


nal This Page 3470.73 


of 11 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

Gsk 

i of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
GMng Mora Than $150 

■DJESEEHI 

Amount of 
Cash, Chock, 
Loan or 
Othar Rocatot 


$i ftraip* 

6+ y <S **'<! 

2rirr«£ 






4-HU 

fftoH* *VW%' 

tj-r iUk *•, iii 

Sa« 

£*<J CvU* j 

Dwim/ 





S-co™ 

a 

■m 

U<4y 

* *?7C 6rtorj&* «Oy 
wU*lo P*/< a 4 Wotf* 






Ste^' 

*1-1 6 

ba^ittMc StAA*c/*;*t Gi*y*«k 6a 

*3? Scc»x Cup.'+ai,^^? 
^V.frUI^i&A, b%C X-COCZ 

y* 

i 





tiCCC?" 



4*if 

CorMut.XV' 





'TcS* 















| 




bh 




i 



jbtotal This Page £ /tocf’* 


CBWpItW 

Total Itemized Receipts for Period 

'Z.xcc* 

Vfart 

Total Unitemized Contributions ($50 or less) 

nc* 

P*a»«l 

Sale of Political Materials {Un itemized) 

0 

iwauh 

Total Contributions When Contributor Not Known 

J/ 


TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PERIOD (to Una 2 of Summary) 

- IS&Z 


i 


Page 























1895 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

Sftg-Kfe eg 

Marne of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 

Of Otoburaonwtt 

Amount 

7-a-fc 

it**** 

Kt**i+S, Cty <5 (*(<IOO 

(katm/b 

/*V wf ii^ A^Ia* k/J 

^0%* 

7 Wt, 



1 

7 7.S2 


Ul«ds Arrdluj 

ZHM 

fa**** C:k k> UujoC 

j^Vnf 

Mil > 

Wo 



*TOJJ 




%.eo 

•iW 


1 

■ 

tll^i 

Wo 



2s.(co 

'Z-n.-K 

){u**c<£ ffcMCftAu. I0.f4y 
7CO So) Tac<*** 

TooaVU (tGSOl 


StO 04- 


mum 

&A**vksr*^ 

fo6** 


! Subtotal This Page 


Total Itemized Expenditures This Period 

r. ‘hu.h. 

Total Unitemized Expenditures of $50 or less 

ur.To 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 
THIS PERIOD (to line 4 of Summary) 

0, Cttl.7fr 


Page of [ 
































1896 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

Censas Dermatic State Qnn&ttee 

'•me of Candidate. Party Committee or Political Committee)* 


Data 

Naina and Address 

of Contributor 

PAC AffiUation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Ghrino More Then $1SO 

Check 1 Amount of 

Appropriate Box i Cash, Check. 
c*h ctw«ii Loan othar j Loan or 

! Othar Rtceiot 

V27 

Mid-America Ag. System, Inc. 
662 Idladkfe St 
Salim, KS 67601 

Radio 

l 


■ 

2000.00 

V16 

Elect Chris Stefoeger 
51 S 64th 

Kansas City, K5 66131 

Qnpaigp Gamittes 

l 




800.00 

j£V8 

David Steiner 
LLsuellai ftrk 
Grange, NJ 07052 

Attorney 


X 



5COO.OO 

cm 

Kansas AFL-C3D 03E Riri 
2130. Sv 36th 
Tcpete, KS 66611 

Labor | 

l 


X 

1 ! 2500.00 . 

! j 

cwo 

Douglas Gaunty Danoccats 
Box 63 

Lwrence, KS 66064 

GontyRarty * j x 

. j 

' 4500.00 

m j 

i 

i 

Darccratic Incheon Clib j Affiliated Cfcsyrirafinn > 

700 Sk* Jactem ! j 

Tcpeka, KS 66603 j 

xi J 100.00 

i ! 1 

i : i 

CW6 . j 

i 

Alakera Donpcratic Ftarty 
290 21st St, N Sts 405 
Bunnzgion, AL 35203 

State ftety j 

1 

! 

■H 

vis 

Plurbers local linen 8 EC 
8600 HLllcrest Ste 2 
Kansas City, K) 64136 

Plicters j 

1 

! 

X 


/17 ! Total Corcept Ck^hics 

| 4407 Clnrh rst fid 
! Kdery (fill, IN 38W1 

Rrinting &d®rage Finn j 

i 

1 

1 10000X0 

/17 • Willianscn Oil Go,, Dm. ; Oil lx* 15000.00 

. i Bok8C7 ! ! ! 1 


! feet Rwne, AL 39967 1 . ! 

; | » I 8 


otal This Page 


5ESLOL 


of 


11 

"lr> c 


Page 8 























1897 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


Gerald (Jerrr> Karr 

of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee} 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 


Chaek 

Appropriate Box 

CmIi Chad* Loan Othar 

Amount of 
Cash, Check, 
loan or 
Other Racetnt 

731/96 

Anheuser-Busch Cos,, Inc. 
St. Louis, Ko. 

Bremers 

1 

X 



100,00 

1 

'/31/96 

MilMI 

Tobacco 

02 


X 



1S0.00 

1 

« « 

MESA 

PO Box 2009 

Amarillo, Tea# 79189 


1 




150.00 

8/6/96 

Jack Parsons 
Council Grove, Ks, 

Retired 

1 




100.00 

n 

— 

Kansas Dealers As sodatcn AC 
800 SW Jackson Ste 1110 
Topeka, Kansas 66612 

Automobile Dealers 

1 




250.00 

a 

Democratic Senatorial 
Campaign CQpgittee 
U30 South Capitol S.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20003 

Democratic Party 

1 

I 



1,000.00 

6/20/56 

Reita Michel 
12hh Market Street 
Emporia, Kansas 66801 

. 

Retired 


1 



100.00 

■ 

Dale 5. Bell 

27C1 Monterey Drive i 

Emporia, Kansas 66801 j 

Attorney 

1 




100.00 

a 

Kansas PJC 

715 Weat 10th St. 

Topeka, Kansas 66612 


1 

1 



1,000.00 

9/16/96 

Kansas Dental PAD 
5200 Hun toon 
Topeka, Kansas 6660b 

Dentists 

1 

B 



500.00 


*obtotal This Page ft.lrift.OD 


of 6 


Page / 




























1898 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 


Oarald (Jerry) figr 

of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Naina and Addrass 

Purpose of Expenditure 
or Disbursement 

Amount 

731/96 

Junatlon City Daily Onion 
Jnaatioo City, Kansas 

Newspaper ads 

168.02 

It 

Saoke Signal 
Waiasgo, Kansas 

Newspaper ads 


• 

Special Brants 
Box k9 

Winona, Minnesota 5598? 

Campaign buttons 

m 

3/6/96 

John North Ford 
West Highway $0 
Emporia, Kansas 666Q1 

Van rental 

37J.56 

It 

SJLZAC Sportswear 
P 0 Bex 105 
Aina, Kansas 66833 

Campaign eape & shirts 

L90.U 

• 

Keynotes 

1*37 Houston St. 

Manhattan, Kansas 66502 

Newspaper ads 

lkk.00 

It 

TODAY 

32ii Hudson Drover A. 
Burlington Kansas 66839 

Newspaper Ado 

Su88 

8/13/96 

Chase County Leader 
P 0 Box X 306 Broadway 
; Cottonwood Falls, Ks 6681*5 

Newspaper ads 

61.30 

4 

Senate Vietory Food 
Kan a. Coordinated Campaign 
P 0 Box 191k 
Topeka, Kansas 66601 

Polling and water data 

800.00 

V 

Orass and Grain 
Manhattan, Kansas 

Newspaper ads 

90.00 


"■ ibtotal This Pape S2.36?.<7 


Page 


of 1 


a 































1899 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


Senator Jan is Leo 

>£ of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


3ats 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affliction 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Qhrfna Mora Than 6160 

Cheek 

Appropriate Box 

CaahChaok Loan Othar 

Amount of 
Cosh. Check. 
Loan or 

Oft* "»<*»>« 

29-96 

Kansas Agrl Business Counc 
PO Box 2429 
Topeka, KS 66601 

LI Agriculture 

X 

1 


1 


29-96 

Brush Art 
Box 217 

Downs, KS 67437 


X 



1 

$571.53 

1-96 

Democratic Senatorial 
Campaign Comm. 

430 S. Capitol, S.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20003 

Campaign PAC 

X 



1 

$1,000.00 

25-96 

MESA 

P0 Box 2009 
Amarillo, TX 79189 

Business PAC 

1 



1 

$200.00 

1-96 

Vulcan Materials Company 
6200 S. Ridge Road 
Wichita, KS 66277 

PAC 




1 

$200.00 

9-96 

Doyle Fair 
150 K. Main 
Wichita, KS 67202 

Geologist 





$50C.OO 

12-96 

Kansas Political Action Cc 
715 W. 10th 
Topeka, KS 66612 

sun. KNEA PAC 

X 



1 


2-96 

Dr. Duane Scott 
2714 M St. 

Belleville, KS 66935 

Physician 

1 



1 

$100.00 

-14-96 

Panhandle Eastern Corp. 
5400 Westhelmer 
Houston , TX 77056 

Oil PAC 

1 



1 

$200.00 

-29-96 

Sunflower Electric Power 
P0 Box 980 
Hays, KS 67601 

Energy Co. 

1 




$250.00 


-gtgl This Page M.021.53 


Page 


of 


1 


8 

































1900 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 


ator Janis Lee 

m of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


)8t« 

Name and Addrm 

Purpose of Expenditure 
or Disbursement 

Amount 

-96 

Osborn* County Faraar 
210 V. Main 
Osborne, KS 67473 

Printing Inserts 

$495.23 

.0-96 

Russell Daily Dews 
PO Box 513 
Russell, KS 67665 

Advertising Insert 

$257.60 

13-96 

XS Coordinated- Campaign Com. 
PO Box 1914 
Topeka, KS 66601 

Polling, Voter Data 

$800.00 

10-96 

US Post Office 
Kensington, KS 

Bulk Mailing Fee 

$170.00 

26-96 

.... I 

KS National Education Assoc. 
715 V. 10th St. 

Topeka. KS 66612 

Printing 

$175.81 

4-96 - 

Hanilton Telecommunications 
1006 12th St. 

Aurora, NE 68818-2097 

Polling 

$2,000.00 

7-96 

Wilson World 
P0 Box 526 
Wilson, KS 67490 

Advertising Insert 

$54.50 

11-96 

SRM Software 
454 E. 137th St. 
Cerbondele , KS 66414 

Labels for mailing 

$235.27 

-25-96 

Ready Mail 
1313 SW 21st St. 
Topeka. KS 66604 

Mailing 

$993.60 

-26-96 

Ellvsorth Reporter 
PO Box 7 

Ellsworth, KS 67439 

Advertising 

$388.80 

*otal This Page 


$5,570.81 


Page 


of 


2 


5 































1901 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


P ristine Downey 

{ of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name end Address 
of Contributor 

p||jf! 

Check 

Appropriate Box 

CMhChtek Uun Othtr 

Amount of 
Cash, Check, 
Loan or 

Other Receipt, 

/26/9< 

R.J. Reynolds 
P.0. Box 2955 
Winston-Salem, N.C. 27 

IC2 





m 

/03/9* 

B.L. Lee Kinch 
601 Honeybrook Ln 
Derby, KS 67057 






■H 

1/07/9* 

as 


ic. Officers & 
Directors of BANK 
BOATMEN’S 

i 

X 



■R 

1/05/91 

Democratic Senatorial 
Campaign Committee 
450 South Capitol S.E. 
Washington, D.C. 20003 

National Incumbent 
PAC — Current & 
Prospective Senato 
Members 


X 



m 

'37/9* 

MESA., Inc. 

P.0. Box 2009 
Amarillo, TX 79189 


1 


1 

1 


150.00 

3/08/9* 

Kansas Contractors 
Association PAC 
P.0. Box 5061 
Topeka, KS 66605 

Kansas Contractors 

1 




■i 

3/08/9e 

Roger & Alma Grant 
2603 N. Main 
Newton, KS 67114 


1 

1 



100.00 

3/08/9* 

Kansas Optometric PAC 
1266 SW Topeka BIOT 
Topeka, KS 66612 

American Optometr 
Association 

i 




500.00 

9/14/9* 

Boeing Company 
P.0. Box 3999 
Seattle, WA 98124-2499 

HU 

1 

X 



■i 

8/14/9* 

Kansas political Action 

Committee 

715 W. 10th St. 

Topeka, KS 66612 


1 

1 



■V 



of 


Page [ 
























1902 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

C hristine Downey 

e of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 

Amount 


High Plains Graphics 
124 S. Walton Ave. 
Walton, KS 67151 

T-Shirt Printing 

m 

i/25/96 

Senate victory Fund 
P.0. Box 1811 
Topeka, KS 66601 

Field Organiser /Campaign 
Coordinator Assistance 

800,00 

j/^6/96 

Vada Snider 

P.0. Box 332 

Horth Newton, KS 67117 

2 Hours Photography Layout 

150.00 

57T275J 

Sam's Club 
3415 N. Rock Rd 
Wichita, KS 67226 

Parade candy 

63.41 

Vi 5/96 

Paper, 2tc . 

611 N. Main 
Newton, KS 67114 

Thank You Notes 

■ 

5/11/56 

Hamilton Telecommunications 
1001 Twelfth St* 

Aurora, NE 68818 

Polling Services 

2 ,000.0C 

5/15/96 

Vada Snider 

P.0. Box 332 

North Newton, KS 67117 

Flyer A Handcard Layout & 
Prepress 

m 

5775755 

plaindealer 
3830 S. Meridian 
Wichita, KS 67217 

Advertisement 

60.00 

57T575S 

Mennonifce press 

P.0. Box 867 532 H. Oliver I 

Newton, KS 67114 

Flyer Printing 
td. 

721.18 

57T5755 

High Plains Graphics 
124 S. Walton Ave. 
Walton, KS 67151 

large Yard Signs & Buttons 

■ 

jtotal This Page 4,975.95 | 


Page 





























1903 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

H jxXHz/-L 

..ie of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 









































1905 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


/Hchaline Z. Burger 

me of Candidate. Party Committee or Political Committee) 


OtU 

Name and Addrasi 
of Contributor 

FAC AfflRation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
diving More Than $150 

Ch 
Appro** 
CMC Ctack 

•ok 

tota Boj 

Utf 

OCwt 

Amount of 
Cash. Chock. 

Loan or 
Other Raooipt 

nm 

Rebecca D. Brock 
18512 West 114th Street 
Olathe. Kansas 66061 





; 

$ 100.00 

/2/96 

Edward L Big us, P.A. 

11900 West 87th Street Parkway 
Suite 240 

Lenexa. Kansas 66215 






m 

mm 

** 

Democratic Senatorial Campaign 
Committee 

430 South Capitol Street S.E. 
Washington. D.C. 20003 

- 





9 1,000.00 

mm 

Ray L. & Raena L. Borth 
1 2738 Overbrook Road 
Leawood. Kansas 66209 

Attorney 





9 200.00 

m & 

s»7/96 

Burger Engineering. Inc. 
1700 East 123rd Street 
Olathe. Kansas 66061 






$ 1 .000.00 

/1 3/96 

Daniel Forgy 

11428 West 112th Terrace 
Overland Park. Kansas 66210 






■ 

/1 3/96 

Marilyn K. Slezak 
25800 West 1 27th Street 
Olathe. Kansas 66061 







/I S/96 

Susan Ellmaker 

10901 Lowell. Suite 120 

Overland Park. Kansas 66210 



i 



m 

n 5/96 

Donna Patton 
5537 Chadwick 

Shawnee Mission. Kansas 66205 

Insurance Sales 





9 200.00 

/1 5/96 

Michelhie Burger 
21001 Bittersweet 
Olathe. Kansas 66220 

Candidate 





■ 


total This Papa 9 3,900.00 


of 


Page 1 


9 




























1906 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 


li cheilna Z. Burger , 

*ne of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

Nam* and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 

or Dtsburaamant 

Amount 

8/29/96 

Kansas Coordinated Campaign 
Committee 
P.O. Box 1914 
Topeka, Kansas 66601-1914 

Poling, Fled Organizers, 
Voter Data & Administration 

$ 800.00 

8/29/96 

Susan Nugent 
13715 Alhambra 
Leawood, Kansas 66624 

Reimbursement for 
Bulk MaHing 

$ 2,341.43 

9/9/96 

The Labor Times 

228 West Fourth Street 

Kansas City, Missouri 64105 

Newspaper 

Advertisement 

$ 150.00 

9/12/90 

lees Printing Co., Inc. 

261 Orchard 

Kansas City, Kansas 66101 

Letterheads, Envelopes, 
Posters & Brochures 

$ 2,194.43 

1/13/96 

Qino Ucatta 
8919 Acuff 
Lenexa, Kansas 66215 

Video Production 


9/13/96 

U. S. Postmaster 
12433 Antioch Road 
Overland Park, Kansas 

Bulk Mailing 

$ 56.83 

9/13/96 

U. S. Postmaster 
12433 Antioch Road 
Overland Park, Kansas 

Bulk Matting 

* 4,291.10 

9/17/96 

The Kansas City Star 
8455 College Blvd. 

Overland Park, Kansas 66210 

Newspaper 

Advertisement 

* 272.20 

9/21/96 

TCI Madia Services 

10901 Granada Lane, Suite 202 

Overland Park, Kansas 6621 1 

Cable Television 
Advertising 

$ 2,669.00 

9/24/96 

The Kansas City Star 
8455 College Blvd. 

Overland Park, Kansas 66210 

Newspaper 

Advertisement 

* 272.20 

subtotal This Page $ 13,847.19 | 


Page 8 of 


9 








































1907 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 


Joiin H. Sears 

«ame of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 
or Disbursement 

Amount 

9/26/96 

10/22/96 

Rawlins County Square Deal 
F.O. Box 371 
Atwood, Ks 67730 

Print Advertising 

128.80 

10/7/96 

Scott County Record 
F.O. Box 398 
Scott. City, Ks 67871 

Print Advertising 

76.80 

9/1/96 

Senate Victory Fund 
P.0. Box 1811 
Topeka, Ks 66601 

Coordinated Campaign Expense 

800.00 

10/7/96 

Senior Tine 
F.O. Box 279 

Sharon Springs, Ks 67758 

Print Advertising 

89.50 

Vll/96 

Sherman County Star 
F.O. Box 599 
Good land, Ks 67735 

Print Advertising 

99.60 j 

! 

t 

Various 

Southwestern Bell Telephone 
P.0. Box 930170 
Dallas, Tx 75393-0170 

Telephone 

f 

283.61 

9/1/96 

Topeka Federation of Labor 
P.0.. Box 8129 
Topeka, Ks 66608 

Yard Signs 

2,050.00 

Various 

Visa 

P.O. Box 30642 

Salt Lake City, Ut 84130-0642 

Advertising, Travel, Misc 

2,394.11 

10/7/96 

Western Kansas World 
P.O. Box 218 
Wakeeney, Ks 67672 

Print Advertising 

62.80 

Subtotal This Page 


5,985.22 





Complat* If 

Total Itemized Expenditures This Period 

26,185.26 


Total Unitemized Expenditures of 650 or less 

49.50 

of Sdoduli 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 
THIS PERIOD (to line 4 of Summary) 

26,234.76 


Page 


of 


3 


3 


















1908 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

DCHALD E. BIGGS 1 

,.4ame of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


o»te 


PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Giving More Than $150 

Check 

Appropriate Box 
CMh Chack U*n Odor 

Amount of 
Cash. Check. 

Loan or 
Other Receipt 

07/27/96 

Steve Stoskopf 

1500 Lino St. , P.O.Box 188 

Valley Falla, KS 66088 



i 



. 25.00 

07/29/96 

Richard R. Danielson 
1325 Florida Mall Ave 
Orlando, FL 32809 



X 



100.00 

07/30/96 

Ralph & Lucille Atchison 
3037 Shrine Park Road 
Leavenworth, KS 66048 



X 



100.00 

07/30/96 

Wichita Greyhound Park 
1500 E.77tb St. .North 
P.O.Box 277 

Valley Center, KS 67147 



X 



500.00 

18/05/96 

Democratic Senatorial Canpai 
Committee, 

430 S. Capitol St. S.E. 
Washington, DC 20003 

Political Group 


X 



1,000.00 

08/06/96 

Frank & Virginia Wilson 
425 Shasmee St. 
Leavenworth, KS 66048 

' 


X 



100.00 

08/06/96 

Transportation Political 
Education League 
14600 Detroit Ave 
Cleveland, OR 44107 



X 



200.00 

08/08/96 

H 



X 



100.00 

08/15/96 

Kansas Political Action 
Cccmittee 
715 W. 10th 
Topeka, KS 66612 

KNEA Teachers 

: 

X 

1 


1,000.00 

08/16/96 

Leone & Buck Jones 
1101 Holman 
Ieavenworth, KS 66048 



1 

1 


25.00 


[Subtotal This Page 3,150.00 


Page 


1 of S 











































1909 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 


flamajB. mass 

(Name of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Otto 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 
or Disbursement 

„ Amount 

09/06/96 

canm 

Senate Victory Fund 
P. 0. Box 1811 
Tope *a, KS 66601 

Cbotrlhutloo to Senate Victory 
Fund 

800.00 

09/09/96 

000023 

Kreutzer Printing 
744 Del snare St. 
Leavenworth, ES 66048 

Letters printed on supplied 
stock 

33.36 

09/09/96 

€£#1024 

0. S. Post Office 
Leavenworth, KS 66048 

Postage for Mailings 

160.00 

09/32/96 

CK3P102S 

Superior Printing Cb. 
510 Cherokee St. 
Leavenworth, KS 66048 

Hand outs - 2 sides (5000) 

245.69 

09/39/66 

000026 

Ks Senate Victory Fund 
F. 0. Box 1811 
Tbpeka, KS 66601 

Polling Services 

200.00 

09/39/96 

000027 

£BU Software 
454 S. 137th St. 
Carbcodale, KS 66414 

Mailing List 

215.72 

00/20/96 

000028 

U. S. Post Office 
Leavenworth, KS 66048 

Postage far Mailings 

32.00 

10/07/96 

000.029 

Tmug Sip Oo, 

326 Choctaw 
Leavenworth, KS 66048 

Wire frames for Posters 

9.64 

10/08/96 

OQW03O 

Beady Mail 
1313 S.V. 21st St. 
Tbpeka, KS 66604 

Mailings of Political Info. 

3,634.83 

10/06/9 6 
CS3M031 

First City Photo 
406 Shawnee St. 
Leavenworth, KS 60048 

Location Shootings w/camera 

86.86 


I Subtotal ThU Peoe 5 . <18 .10 


Dona 


9 


nf 3 












































1910 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


' me of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 



Page 

































ame of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Nam* and Address 


'^nu nx /j, 



Purpose of Expenditure 


I'lULivLtiiixloj 


f 'j" J j t*"-/ 


st r i^o 

Ch J-t S?2 . f"4 


(Ji’j'e.s <Srsu *^ t 




/Wt^yey,- /4cZ/ <*«»' ad 


AoLf ^CoO, OO 


&Jh AXf (VM-vMyr /*_ 

,&//, cJjt*'Ar J) ^ PO 






Subtotal This Page 





























1912 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


U.L. "RIP" GOOCH 

<e of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Marne and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affixation 
OR 

Occupation of (ndhriduri 
Girina More Mian $150 

Check 

Appropriate Box 

CMhChMfc Imi Other 

nu 

30/96 

3SH3E3 

PAC 


D 



200.00 

30/96 

SB 

se PAC 


X 



1,000.00 

'30/96 


pi Senatorial 
Canpaigp 


X 




'30/96 




X 



100.00 


ITT >TC1) 


1 

1 





EELETED 

. 

1 

1 




12/96 


Attorney 

1 

1 



100.00 

I2/9B 


Auto Dealership 





100.00 

/2/96 

JCSA 

P.0. Box 2009 
Anarillo. Texas 


1 

1 



150.03 

1/2/96:* 

Resell W. Mayer, Jr. 
600 Tara Court 
Wichita, KS 67206 

PAC 





500.00 


Subtotal This Page $3,15<MP 


Page f of -JL 































1913 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

suu *«"• saaa 

,ie of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 

Amount 

26/96 

O.L. • Rip* Gooch 
12 Cmtvitu Lakes 
Hlchita , KS 67220 

Reimbursed for postage steeps 

122.00 

9/96 

North Heights Christian Church 
2707 N. Grove 
Wichita r KS 67219 

Ooeanmity Reception 
for U.L. "Rip* Gooch's 
re-election 

500.00 

*7/96 

D.L. "Rip* Gooch. 
12 Crastviev Lakes 
Wichita, KS 67220 

Reimbursed for advertisement 
r MCADAMS GOLF TOOBMMCNT 

150.00 

*7/96 

Garden Cafe 1414 
2120 N. Woodlaam 
Wichita, KS 67206 

Breakfast Planning Masting 

102.46 

' '11/96 

Senate Victory fund 
P.O, Box 1811 
Topeka, KS 66601 

Democratic Senitorial Campaign 
Commission - Voter Contact Sarvic 

800.00 

IS 

9/11/96 

Vanbcoa a Associates 
Overland Park 

Kansas 

Full Page Ad 

Ms. Kansas, U^A A Miss Teen 

500.00 

9/19/96 G 

xl Friday Desktop 
Publishing £ Printing 
4624 S. 13th Strest 
Wichita, KS 67208 

5,000 Flyers 
Re-elect Rip Gooch 
Campaign 

900JL5 

9/23/96 

Contemporary Ooanunicaticns 
435 N. Mosley 
Wichita, Ks. 67202 

Labels, Postage 

895.50 

9/23/96 

Eastwood Quits Studio 
2 425 W. 13th Stmt 
Wichita, xs 67203 

Campaign Photo 
of the candidate 
Glossy Black a White 

54.54 

9/25/96 

Office Depot, lac. 
4600 W. Kellogg 
Wichita, KS 67209 

Campaign Expenses 

108.65 

subtotal This Page 


84,133.30 


Pag* f of 








































SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


tftsifU/ 

« of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

HH 

Check 

Appropriate Box 

CmH Check Loan Other 

Amount of 
Cash. Check, 
Loan or 
Other Recehrt 

t'l-H 

C*rt CtfC sAACmsos 

fop SUrJ+ch**, S+SJt fPf 

7v*Jh«,J£s **4A2> 

&A*e Cross 
f/*t $*/*/</ 
oA Afonsos, Tac. 



1 

1 

AZ0.O* 

r-c-u 


FsrtAyAMcs 

/Anson 



1 

1 


9-i-tt 

CnmnamA^ ArtAers Assa. 

SZ+ySlp Srrt^yAmn £+. j S*/t 

rt>/«u,& ut/y '** 

Co/HAUtnsA^ 

Am Asrs 6 jSh. 



1 

1 

mm wm 

■ ■ 

t-i-H 

Amoim* JasusvaU Assp. FAC 
//So Ate^Mup.j 

A.C. jpcS4 

A**erAton 
Jnsurontz. Assn* 




1 


r-4-u 

Jcrsy A/±/r jd>* 

S*s &€****»**/ 
7 *ftA+, Ax * 4 + 0 * 





1 

/oo. op 

r-i-n 

kmoyA* /yfw Atr SAa/e jfy . 

ys/ ss 

7ofeA*,jts *46*7 

/ItfmAorsemCpF 
«/-sA**eaA ConAnAp- 
A*'* as 

: 



1 

8S~,eo 

t-20-9t 

/Cmnsos fmS/AAc+f AcA/m C*mm. 
T/fU*. /oMSA 
7^0eA»j ACS ***/*> 

A/oasos /VoAypstoJ 
£*kt*«A>o» Assoo'pAos) 

i 



1 

/, 0O0. oo 

t'20-9i 

A tm+crw+t StnetAotyo/ 
C**y*«3** comms/Aee. 
93* SPo/h OjpsA*/, S/r. 
UbsA/on/**' Ac. 2*0*3 

fieoo&wfa SknmAf 
CsmeMS 


1 


1 

A, OOP. *o 

9-20- 9i 


A>AcMssr—JvscA 
Comfoa/es, Zac. 




1 

/0O. CO 

i-jc-n 

AfoasQs Ae**f*f /\*/s'Arc*/ 
AcAs'on Con***. 

S2op Jfu»Ao** 
7 ?*j>£.Jc*. ATS *4*e>9 

J6tns*s Jest A*/ 
4ss*eS*A*'o/\ 




1 

S'**. ** 


3; 88S, to 


.Subtotal This Page 














































1915 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 


J/tAi/ey 

e of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Dm 

Name end Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 

Amount 

'-i-H 

/te.jtex 9»f/ 


<j ?//, » 

?-9-K 

7^*iA,jh fiuor 

/bsAtf* SthtJtofS 


9-J/-U 

fas>s*s Pts**cs+hc TbrJy 
At.fex SVY 
7pftA*, At 

Mtr eosijoet 

/ t P97.S*> 


6f/bSc rp^^'pNj 
Ml? ?€ J>r. 

Tmp*A;AS 6tl€>S 

6r«+k/*S Apr CmmfmS}* 
//ikr*Y*rc 

sjs: srz 

V-H 

Wfm 

3*Cr Ar A**dr*/ser 

£6.7° 

. . 

I'iMt 

EHte/He*M 

?/¥/ seat<*rJ 

£££T 

SuffSsCS A*m*/ 

/+r S*t**ir‘4t/D£S' 

/y*. ys 

1-2Y-H 

A**sms frarwtra+rtrA C+mfoSj* 
Ad. A>* /fsv 

Tpfck+j 4& 

l/+Mrc*»J*et ser*/e£S 

foo.»» 

to-/-96 

5A/o 

Ysy e. J3?M M 
£wU»J*/tj /rs £*v/y 

l/p/tr £*sry*st/€r Ar/e 

s*3.r*> 

M-r-u 

Tp/*A* Aeakf»#*» 0 A& 4 or Co AS 
/Z3f Mur. Sf^enzSA. 
7b/*Jn,M$ 

farJf/jAf W kr/rgr 

770. °* 

/0-f-U 

AlAwrfW- 
rcf**,,KS ttto/ 

Apjfofg sYa**/>s 

fz.o* 

tototal This Page >7 | 
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1916 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


aaas Oanocxatic State Gaejttae 

"me of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


■ 


PAC AffiKetion 

i 

Chech 


| Amount of 

Dm 

NaMandAMan 

OR 

Appropriate Box 

! Cash. Check. 


ef Contributor 

Occupation of tadmidiMl 

n= 

1 0*«* 

: U« 

i o*m> lean or 



M'ZZVrniZmLl'M 

1 




1 Ofhtr Rtcttot 

ya 

Bely's list Harifcfcal 4 
605 15th St W Ste 400 
ttahngten, DC 20005 

•li 


X 

! ! 3X0.00 

I i : 

II 

yis 


StMaCbmittm 

■ 

1 

a 

m 

14990.00 


Gh^raa, W 82003 


■ 

■ 

■ 

u 



IrvtogHeds 
209 Elite Shorn Dr 

(H> Plttmr Orpanrim 

1 

1 


i 

« 

2730.00 


Odcasp, XL 60SU 


■ 

■ 


! 


/8 

saUteBteds 

Ras%r:e toaster | 


1 x 


i i 

j 2750.00 


6 Longfellow Me 
Qnbdt^m 02138 

i 

! 

! 

1 

i 

I 


; j 

I 

; 

’*7 


i feaedars 

i 

X 




) 




x i 


: i 


4 

teas City, tC 64106 j 

i i 

i i 

1 

x i 

i 

• 




»/l2 

Hensley fix Smtor 

! Quittaa j 

! ! 


x i 



K*7.50 

w 

i 

2226VinaWa 

•i 



! i 


j 

m - | 

Tha Botae Qm*y 
toe 7730 

Wichita, KS 67277 

Egg 

i 

i 

■ 

moo 

V3D ! 

i 

i 

Shsran Jams CsmsiaiFUd 

J736VtaMsrCt 

Kansas City, KS 66K* 

Carpagp CntnLttae 

i 

i 

i 

■ 

1300.00 


m : 


Casino and bocals 

i 

X 



3000.00 


1023 Qmv W 

Hnfhis f TX 38217 ] 

i 


j 

i 

! 

1 



; i 


m? j 

Can Knur 

IrMBtoc | 


II 



2000.00 


3050 Center A* Apt 300 

Ft. let, KJ 272* ' 

i 

i 


1 





^ :otat This Page 


Page 4 of u 
































1917 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

QiEsd bj&dL 

ye of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee] 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Giving More Than $150 

Chacfc 

Appropriate Bos 

Cdh ChMk U«n (Mur 

jMTJ5r3"[Hi 

Hj 


' 





/octo" 

H 

54/// 

zoi/5 A** 

LtkMJocd ,/c; 



Jl2fo # 



/ 00 . 

ii 

1 

B39fRKffiR93!9 






2J"« 

% 

(L^sseff 

cufa /O 46^62- 






if a. 


(l<* ItS K«iSrll 
tssi TX'-j t>r 

2X2 Si 

k(l- r fd 





3oo. 

% 


*5 MC- 

i 

mQ 



fooo. 

% 




■ 

/i»7 



so. 

y* 

JoAa j4oc*\5 
iflS” U / 

OvetkAd AuKttU*Z 



1 



so, 

V/i 

P<L(-*v 
A® Say 

Pcrws. 6****^CLC* 
pof; /><*/ fe**. 





LSo. 

% 

Src AeccJf d/ Lcto**U{ 

Mik P.nvfAf n**x 

/OO 1 C^I/WP 

Jtd*jLJl&iLUl+. ElJzJALL- 

QroTi+kaeJ J 
U( OMC+’Vf FAf.AAU 

PAC 


St 1 



Xoo t 


Subtotal This Pape 


Page / of 



































1918 


SCHEDULE A 

COMTRXBtmOM AMD OTHER RECEIPTS 


JjaJBoa 

(Name of Candidate, Party Comal t tee, or Political Committee 


Occupation of 
Individual Giving 
Name & Address more than $150 or 

Date of Contributor PAC Affil. Cash Check Loan Other Amount 


08-01-96 

Democratic Senatorial 
Campaign Committee 
430 3* Capitol, S. E. 
Washington, DC 20003 

Party 

X 

1000.00 

08-12-96 

Kansas Political 
Action Committee 
715 W. 10th Street 
Topeka, KS 66612 

KNEA 

X 

1000.00 

08-15-96 

Julia A. Craft 
1440 Shefford 
Wichita, Ks 67212 


X 

50.00 

08-20-96 

Richard J. Seaton, Jr. 
700 N. Market 
Wichita, KS 67214 


X 

25.00 

08-19-96 

Teamsters Union / 795 
4921 Cessna 
Wichita, KS 67210 

Teamsters 

X 

500.00 

08-21-96 

Earl or Dorothy Miller 
Rt. 2, Box 61 
Tekamah, NS 68061 


X 

125.00 

08-22-96 

Leonard & Gayle Reeser 
2107 Tee Time Ct. 
Wichita, Ks 67212-7306 


X 

35.00 

08-24-96 

Rachael K. Pirner 
1053 Coolidge Ave. 
Wichita, KS 67203 


X 

100.00 

08-30-96 

Thomas J. Weilert Attorney 

PO Box 1080 
Wichita, KS 67201 

X 

250.00 

09-05-96 

Jeff 6 Melinda Bannon 
Jeff Bannon Auction Company 
946 N. West St. 

Wichita, KS 67203 

X 

50.00 

Subtotal 

this Page: 



$3,135.00 


Page 





1919 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

(UtLjT 

» of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

IBS 

■KSHi 

■EB5S5C5B 

Amount of 
Cash. Check. 
Loan or 


CshLtS/ 

Co «*iny 

Coy , frfir©* 

lwa<diTa 

1 

1 

✓ 


/,Oco.co 


6jh^y Cuu%7 
frfrLf €oll***/£*** ^4. 

Cty, *\ «*toL 

OhJ*€4±t* 

1 

1 

✓ 


Yoa.co 

*t4u 

L+u jltuL* VA 

t(o/ c. *b4<riico«JtTK -iut. 4 **? 

Co 

Mkt* Uy [2**r*tr< 
Of C+Vktkh tej 


*/ 


1 

3oo.ao 


^«Uto6AATiC 

«/3o fsutii 5.4. 

Vc. Oooo3 

^tfVUAC^ATil' ^toAtbUU. 
CbuJAUtf 6sk44^(«* 

1 






~Ffc(i4te*l 4cAVv Csudc) ( 

of 

fli* 5<^ Hod 

*LS 

TWHe^ W*&** { 

1 

B 


1 

— 

»(>{»<• 

*muS Actt A7fcOO*>»t4‘Uc«f 
C-OtcCAT<Ovj CtA^* 4 ^ 
iHwo« "battocr AJ4. 
SLtJU-h^b t C*r4 o «/«/r O 7 

litoLSioLtKIcOtJ T>ktr 

1 

!/ 



50d.oo 





1 

: 






1 

1 





ibtotal This Page Vt*»**\ 


Total Itemized Receipts for Period 

2Vqo.(U> 

Total Unitemized Contributions (650 or Jess) 

350.OO 

Sale of Political Materials (Unitemized) 

iJeu« 

Total Contributions When Contributor Not Known 

A>» M- 

TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PERIOD (to line 2 of Summary) 

3/ljo.co 


Page 


/ of / 









































1920 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS A HD OTHER RECEIPTS 




. of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 


of Contributor 


Cl /' ¥*il+r> 

‘ ^'Vc, //• il/& S 



r/^ 


ITiviptt fr'VdA re l .'He 

fl<, 9 ?c Jitoo Mr»'+ Aoe 

J IcA-ei £^i'o */*//* 4 





Subtotal This Page 



Total Itemized Receipts for Period 


Total Unitemized Contributions ($50 or less 


Sale of Political Materials (Unitemized) 


Total Contributions When Contributor Not Known 


TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PERIOD (to line 2 of S 
























1921 


. OCT-aS-96 H:3l 

SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

Christopher G*liavay for State Rep. 


im» of Candidate. Party Committee or PoRticel Committee) 




























1922 


.U_ i -c*>~so 

SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 


Christopher Callaway for State Rep. 

tme of Candidate. Party Committee or Political Committee! 


0«i« 

Mime and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 
or Disbursement 

Amount 

'-20-96 

IKS . Postmaster 

postage 

2.7h 

05-06 

Secretary of State 

voter lists 

60 >00 

a - or>-<?6 

Sprint 

phurm bill 

J.89 

8-08-96 

Coordinated Campaign 

Democratic Party 

400.00 

ID -96 

Printing Plus 

brochure 

j 

'178. ao 

! 

8-?a-96 

Chris Gaii«*vay 

Voucher 

274. H 

j i 

8 28-96 

ni« a Kinson Co. ci«rk 

copies 

12.00 

9 01-96 

Dorothy Callaway 

Watermelons 

i 

22.41 


•Sprint 

phone bill 

6.62 

VC 

c 

i 

1 

o 

Christopher Callaway 

Voucher 

m 


[Subtotal This Page 































































Jama of Candidate, Party Committea or Political Committea) 


















1925 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


Tim Ham. 


me of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


h&t 

nt>$e.CM>tn>i.S7:, S-&. 

2 JS 0 B 3 , 

Ccm / nee fa b$M$l 


M i nn hmJ Address 
of Contributor 


PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of IndMdual 
Giving Mon Than S150 


Chock 


Amount of 
Cash, Chock. 

Loon or 
Otfwr Rocokrt 

mSmSL IBBBm 




Dri/noCfipr 

Ht 


JjatSJLtL- 
fa*>94$ j)i 




7 tf/6mer 

s. tohpca. 


VHoLeSPUZf, 


A 


A 


&D.O£> 


mw 




Jg/JTAL. „ i 

Hp±iTiOtL Acm Oumwrim 
5>°P PoriTfosJ , | 


Hfiri&fiS Ihmsm 

PAC 




/mW 




PFrzeK XrJL. 

Hi&h Dm >£ 
LeAWDpD.Ks. 


PMMtc&reriJ-- 
rieAi-r# Cape 

. EmiM& 


A 


/MW 


teCprirtMwsAsseQmDib 
p.£>. Box 

To£i& & & 


CfjFTX/XWtS 


A 


/MW 


the Ms. Kbauums PACt 
3t?riri BoPuA/ffrine /to. 

TfteAA /$. 66b/! 


Kfiris/G R&t 72 m 

PAC 


A 


10s jg7ffi& r 

a MX? trtb PirizA 

MamziMASi 




ff)M)riAmri.Ks. 

Ttf£ JtevtJb Co. 
{>D.BDX7tfQ+#>SK#iO 


fetoOoLTVflE 


/ 


/oo.w\ 




Q de/a/6 Co. 
DeFMse+Stocx&ri 


A 


ImOo SrifOuriK^ - 
swssi/mrA $r 

TiPePri, As. M/4 


<£MM 




fa/SAS /etoSH Cm Asm 
P.O Box 43! 

CopFjrm^ tetigh 


tyrr/kriK _ 

W»DLg$QL£OS 

E&C 


A 


/seed 




ReafTP CfflX 
PfiC 


/ 


/ 6 P.oo 


irtotai This Pape 


nzp.Db 


Page j 





























1926 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

I m LlM K 

ne of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Nama and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 

Amount 


fMUtiS fa * OonpcAHTit lU 5$ 

P.0 hot 3.0S3 
ToPbkA. Xs. frbbOf 

XtifiSAS ffopS£ d&noCMrfi' 
XooUO-OP fOter/Aiy 



U~£AM ' /f EtikV h 
351$ fOeoSHD Ke*D 

Cm/r)/AJ&!b. Xs. 4?b0/fo 


M./S 

'in>. 

TeM tenth D _ 

ttS /JeffSHo KoftD 
■ Uvmfn/A)G£>. X.5 £&>&//<? 

Pi/ACM/ 9$£ of 

CftmfiA/G, 0 AN£Kn$MS6 
k&tibmEsnmr 


i/sfo 

US- PoST/vfi$r£fl 

PoSffl&£ feR 

CA/nPfi/G/O 



















"V 




%? 




Dtal This Page ft til 


Page ; 














1927 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 




d of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 



Page <2 


of 7 



























1928 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 
* of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Naraa and Addrass 

Purposa of Exptndhura 
or Dtebummuit 

Amount 

'fr/p 

m 1 


yw ** 

W* 

A ^7/jr 

4v~r*' '*<--* /-Js, 

- 

rf.// A~ 7/tJ/f/ 

£7-? 42 

m 

/C**s*f C**~J!**/+f &**y*-y« 

/• "Ti^a S+vtfrv" 

3 X 7 - r 

fHf/m*,/ J& St***'** 
V 7r^a**.^c 



*** & 9& r 

67 /jz. 


vr/*^ 

>/f< 

SO/ & 

**« 

J>C / at/r 

/ 6 ? & 

'/Ac 

X 0 ? £? ?* 
&*»£*// A C7/JZ 

* + ■£. <*a«aC 

374 

*/*/?< 

&-**/+**■*. u/«<y 

/^buA*» 

3*9 A 

/ A r /* 

J .01 <T 9& 

C7/JZ 

flRe^r 

3/7^ 









Subtotal TWi Paoe 3/fY^ 1 


Pane S' of 7 
































1929 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

Robert "Bob* Grant. 

, of Candidate. Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

Nome and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affliction 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Giving Mors Than $150 


Sox 

OS m 

Amount of 
Cart, Check. 

Loan or 
Other Receipt 

6/96 

Mr. & Mrs. Lonnie 
Wester ve It 
168 W 510 Ave. 
Cherokee. KS 66724 






100.00 

5/96 

Democratic Senatorial 
Campaign Committee 
430 S. Capitol St SE 
Washington. D.C. 20003 

Democratic party 


B 



500.00 

8/96 

- 

KDH 

k P.0. Box 2083 
Topeka. KS 66601 

Kansans for a 
Democratic House 
Demo . party 


n 



601.00 

14/96 

KS Political Action 
Committee 
715 W. 10 St. 

Topeka. KS 

KNEA 


X 




.3/96 

Gross receipts from 
fundraiser 



1 



2701.00 

'27/96 

CK County Democrat 
Central Committee 
Rt. 2 Box 565 
Galena. KS 66739 

Democrat party 





50.00 


fkep. Tom Savyer 
1041 Elisabeth 
Wichita. KS 67213 



X 



50.00 

'11/96 

Tom Lapping 
2612 Omaha 

Pittsburg. KS 66762 

Retired 


1 



250.00 

/14/96 

KS Environmental Energy 
Network 
800 SE Quincy 

’ KEEN 


X 



250.00 

/16/96 

Local 101 

6301 Rockhill Rd 

Kansas City. MO 64131 

Hoisting & 
Portable Eng. 

1 

1 



200.00 


ubtotal This Page 


Page 2 of 14 









































1930 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 


- tebtrt "Bob" grant 

t of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Dm* 

1 

j 

i 

ftspoes sf ExpmtdMsft 

Amount 

/31/96 

Th« Parsons Sun 

200 So 18 

Parsons y KS 67357 

Primary ad 

35.52 

/ 1/98 

Ths olrard Press 
102 S. Ozark 
Girard, KS 66743 

Primary ad 
Fundraiser ad 

71.50 

/1/96 

m 

Ths Horning Sun 
701 N. Locust 
Pittsburg, KS 66762 

Primary ad 
Fundraiser ads 

155.65 

1/2/96 

Phil Hooke Co 
Cherokee , KS 66724 

Magnets 

180.00 

i/7/96 

The Morning Sun 
701 If. Locust 
Pittsburg, KS 66762 

Ad 

22.35 

3/7/96 

The Parsons Sun 
200 S. 18 

Parsons, KS 67357 

Fundraiser ad 

35.52 

8/9/96 

The Columbus Advocate 
215 S. Kansas 
Columbus , KS 66725 

Fundraiser ad 

27.60 

8/12/96 

Lee Enterprises 
509 S. Cherokee 
Frontenac, KS 66763 

T shirts/hats 

335.09 

1711756 

KDH 

P.0. Box 2083 
Topeka, KS 66601 

Contribution 

400.00 

8/15/96 

£t. Bridget's Church 
Scanmon, KS 66773 

Rent for fundraiser 

25.00 

obtotaf This Page 


1288.23 


PtQ0 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


Kansas Dsmcxatic State Qjnnlttae 


"me of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Oats 

Nam* and Address 
of Contributor 


Check | Amount of 

AooroDrists Box } Cash. Cheek. 

Cwh Qwofc Loan Otharj LOSO Of 

lotfwRtnlot 

IQ/10 

B9 

Mentecship Qytrizaticn 


X 

! 

I 


m — 

Tan nrrfcir^ Car Keros Oamittae 
«data, KS 67201 

rarprigp GccraLttee 

1 

1 

1 

l 

1020.73 

V27 

rr j T|ii 

■ 

s Carpaigp Osmttee 


X 



150.00 

7/28 

Nccbert Cteilirg 
3006 TffnO Shanto: C t 
Hays, IS 67900. 

■ 


X 


j 

i 

i 

j 

100.00 • 

| 

| Gamdttae Rr Responsible 1 

i Gouenroent i 

i \7CO 9* Jackscn Ste 803 ! 

; Tocefca. KS 66603 ! 


1 x 

1 


■ j 500.00 

! i 

j I 

1/20 

Feledero Carpaign for the 90 's • 
815 Barbosa St 
Wichita, KS 67217 

Canpeigp Qrmittee 

1 

1 


i i 

; j 

800.00 



X 


i 

400.00 



X 

X 



6250.00 ' 

3125.00 

0/16 | DNC fan-federal Labor /cxrnt { 

| 430 S Gepitol SE ! 

; tedtijqgtm, DC 23003 J 

National Rarty 

1 

1 

i 

i 

2125.00 


C/10 ; United Derocxats for Kansas 

! Bax 82* 

; Tcpeka, KS 66601 


Hcxse Oaio ga ts 


I ? * • j 

i I ! 

! i 

i i ! ■ I 


5CCD.C0 


jtal This Page 


■JgfoZL 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


.ye of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 




& 

Mfotf 

L *£ 4 USX 






2 SSS 

V ! 

b&ma(4TC ****** 

o*>Atn~/tn*> , If.. lU*3 

t*± 

P6*-«wW 






f ),- 

-| 

Jfa>& fi*f*L 4 JUomtc^Imc 

>■ f.X> ■ fax 

'9>9U* l K( 

Ae. 

Pe#*e**GCF 





Va 

t 

/fl'Clfa* C -&M &OpGf 
/*«f/ f « Zuvttet« 
i*3 ic«(tT» r fc tnuj 

a-r&te&y 


g 




l 

6h>xu &uztan.fkt»>tx»«- 
7ir wflrr #<* 3^* 
'frfeottb. 

/dc 

franc*- 


0 




if 

<VA/«uU»,to <R*7 

^ . 

&4, 

iCTV. 

1 

B 





/**+»« 

376 N. 

wJeca^o^ K5. u7/f> 


1 

B 



^db*0© 

t 

&**<%** i*T- 
&£v£u»>* .£)** 


1 

B 



■£e©. ©a 

% 

pA.xoOe^//. 
jvr k.rcu* tyci 
\-t£uu* i ior’ f tf .4>Jv 


1 

B 



■^00.0a 

t 

/©*«?-£. 

a t su 


B 

B 





itotal Thb Page 
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SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 


« of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 

Amount 

* 


£&&j <te tb 

Gfr*fi44£*J Fc^yx* AP*«**OP f 


% 

St&s *■ 

/£>X 

MiM-gSTT 


■^o a. 0*3 

•> 

/fc#e>r Mr 
. W-cUrWjic. 

-fo*/ (facets 

^8-a-i" 


'1^SS‘rte^ a - 

(Pin, 


W%1* 

i-, 

ftffrcZ- 9&tf 
ifba* u ) £ST %&**** 
U) ■ctfeo^j (r. biy^9 

I*** 

f 2S(>^7 


SB* 

<6rf e tjy&sr 
c*tt um-'jjn 


S Zf0.lf 

m 



*irtui( 

* 


Sic 

'ui.'fr 

* 

yffot*5 

Qeae. 

#Uf 'fltfvM T)6*J 

fn-i.ty 

% 

Omueu. !*£#&& y 
pc*< t&c 3p 

C*£JU£! k _ t & OKI*. 


Wro 


jtal This Page 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


Tom G. Platis 

tme of Candidate, Party Comminee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Givino More Than 5150 


Amount of 
Cash. Check. 

Loan or 
Other Receiot 

?8-Juh96 

Double Check Co. 

P.O. Box 300347 
Kansas Gty, MO 641 30 


1 




100.00 

iO-Jum 

Thomas Murphy 
1 Towroiie Plaza 
Topeka, KS 66603 


1 

1 



105.00 

i-Aug-96 


Current fit prospective 
members of the KS 
Senate 

1 

1 

1 

1 


:-Aufc96 ; 

, . .. Thomas A. Schwartz., 
2910 S. Topeka Bfvd. 
Topeka, KS 6661 1 

|H 

1 

I 

1 

1 

m 

■ 

i'Au $-96 

Joseph H. Cofflson 

545 Washington St. ~ 

Weston, MO 64098 


■ 

I 

1 

1 

100.00 

J-Aug-96 

Allied Environmental . 

„ _ v .Consultants 

10689 N. Kendall Dr. Ste 312 
' Miami, FL 33176 


1 

X 

1 

1 

500.00 

S-Aug*96 

KS Political Action Committee 
715 W. 10th St * 

Topeka, KS 66612 

• 

KNEA 

1 

i 


1 

500.00 

5-Au$*96 

John Peel 
3740 Nottingham 
. ..Topeka, KS 66610 


1 

X 

1 

1 

100.00 

B-Aur96 

Dean Platis 
2945 Win tenet Rd; 

Las Cruces, NM 88005 



X 

1 

1 

100.00 

>*Sep*9 6 

Paul D. McFann 
5001 Brickyard Rd 
Topeka, KS 66618 



X 



100.00 


btotal This Page 2,205,00 


Page 
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SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

Tom G. Pbd$ 

Name of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Nam* and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 
or Disbursement 

Amount 

O-Jul-96 

U.S. Postal Service 
424 S. Kansas 
Topeka, KS 66603 

Bulk mailing 

550.73 

>-Au g-96 

Christopher T. Platis 
9900 SW K-4 Hwy 
Topeka, KS 66614 

Reimburse for payment of 
campaign posters 

211.76 

bMjg*96 

Shawnee Co. Section Commission 
911 SW 37th 
Topeka, KS 66611 

Walking list of registered voters 

62.86 

O-Aug-96 

Kansans for a Democratic House 
P.O. Box 2083 
Topeka, KS 6660 1 

Polling information 

250.00 

3*Aug*96 

Econ-OPrinc 
P.O. Box 4041 
Topeka, KS 66604 

Return envelopes, letterhead 
and #10 envelopes 

■a 

2-$ep-9 6 

Ritchey Signs 

1518 SW Washburn Ave. 

Topeka, KS 66604 

Down payment on campaign signs 

300.00 

?-Sep-9 6 

Sherwood Gazette 
6753 SW Aylesbury Rd. 
Topeka, KS 66610 

Advertising 

jjlllllll^ 

7- Sep-96 

Shawnee Co. Election 6fltce 
911 SW 37th 
Topeka, KS 66611 

Labels 

101.70 

>-Occ-96 

Ritchey Signs 

1518 SW Washburn Ave. 

Topeka, KS 66604 

Campaign signs (balance) 

384.67 


>ubtotai This Page 


Total Itemized Expenditures This Period 

2,059.72 

Total Unltemized Expenditures of $50 or less 

64.05 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 
THIS PERIOD (to line 4 of Summary) 

2,123.77 


Page 


of 


T 


1 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 




.<e of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 





vi mi Total Unitemized Contributions ($60 o r lees 

*•»« Sale of Poftlcai Materials (Unitemized 
a* iTotal Contributions When Contributor Not Known 


Peoe 
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SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

iWftvj US 

...« of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Dots 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 

Amount 


E 

MA-iuua iAfies . 

13.SZ 

ji'% 

&fcfcftil\ ^TBTE -BprOfc 
Soi *AfiRc*Wfcir 
(otfi Oi 

Seftoide- q«a«4£. 

5.11 


fbSiMA^mR 

fcfoSei 

'AySftfie 

5 «4,.5fc 


CAdoeviSiCKi 
TiH acfcwveeaiftc 
fcfcSOl 


55. O'? 

<-% 

4teSTMA5i£i2. 

bbSw 

Stamps 


t-% 

Ate$TER 

L S toiwMeftHiAC 

ffctwrmjfi. 

ns.se. 

-1-% 

•TFVSOKS <JAL^TDtO 
(?L>PAl_ 
fcfaSDl 

oFPidt. peijr 

234, 3fc 

'14e 

5eo>neU5 . 

312*1 Se. cmujur ?p 
TTX fckA- £5 bfcfoeS 

■p£5U*^ H PRtWTUOA 

k*k(.oS 


Af MA$lEfcQA«3> 

i\Mvawer«5 

12.1.00 

-2 (y9b 

kS 'W6Mo<iiiAr& aeoPpiUAttp 

Oaam>a«&u 

TEPeKA fc*> 

6ewu3£<5. (et>PPo Rr) 

315.80 

~«stotal This Page 


IMillml 


Page 


2- of (c 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 



' Jt of Candidate, Party Committto or Political Coc nm tttao) 


- 'Dais- 

-» Nam and Addttu 
of Contributor 


PJT-pi 

BSE 

Amount of 
Cmh* Chads. 
Unor 


V,\% 

K^VvC^v^V^ 

K«i 

^tV4KT^ 


B 






C, ^K\Uft\%\G. 


B 





VjaVOAK^ \tety.\v£ 



B 



2 .W»^ 


^ «v*a 

K^’c.^'dS 

QAV^fcs, 


B 




'.44% 

a? 

AXt WS,%tSMKT% 

^ \WS,StT\WS 


B 




u 

^\w Vvwv. 
^WNSWCT 

Kvn^vw vis 


; 

B 



Sw 


T^nv^RV^SSk 

v*\s.wnK 



B 



Sck,^ 


\<S V^UTV^JRV. 
RCT\AH ^»wstcv 
*W «*.>«•* 'X^VtYJ-Va 

K?Kt 


B 




■ 

fOflfc V*vS 



B 





Vi^Nk^ ^sX 



V 





[Subtotal Thil Page 
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SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 



. .dt ne of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

\<4H 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 
_ of Disbursement 

Amount 



\^\A& 

\*Kk 



Z54M* 




lw 5 


» 



\<o|wh 

W^vx^ 







n 

* ^ WT 

fcSxt. 







KVc^ S.NT& 

V CiST 



C«mpto» rf 
•(Sdwtai 

Total Itemized Expenditures This Period 


Total Unitemteed Expenditures of $60 or less 


TOTAL EXPENDITURES & OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 
THIS PERIOD (to One 4 of Summary) 



Page 


A s 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


MB PBBQtlC St*» OOfittM 

*«9e of Candida!*, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 


Check 

Appropriate Box 

Mi ChNk Lma OSmp 

j Amount of 
j Cash. Check. 

] Loan or 

i Other Receipt— 

Y1D 

Go&y Gounty Dgoerats 
917 Mn 

Winfield, KS 67156 

Gbutty Party 

i 

1 

■ 

mm 

l 

Kmas Pipeline Cfcsatiig Gspaty 
8325 Lome Dr Ste 400 
Sheunee Missicn, K5 66214 

Pipeline Copay 

i 

i 

1 

■ 

i 

3000.00 

<15 

Sacfeock Gouty Vmam 
Bat 1736 - r 
Hkhita, 67201 

Canty Rrty 

i 

1 

■ 

i 

4250.00 

<10 

Osaae County Drarxats 
213 Owe 

arliiTgsBe, KS 66413 

County Ibrty 

i 

I 

■ 


17 j liho Cemrcadc arty 

t Booc 445 
| Boise, ID 83X31 

' State arty 

! x i 
! i 

■ 

13000.00 

<18 j South Cacolira Dermatic Party 

! rqk 5965 

! CoknfaLa.SC 29250 

i 

Stats arty 

t 

1 


15000.00 

i 

* 1 

i 

J.M. limitad 
iQii E 13th St 
Wichita, KS 67214 

Architects 

1 

1 

■ 

| 2000.00 

j 

i 

nx j 

i 

j 

Ssferick Gutty Mnttd (faun's 

npnrrrwf fit fra 

Wichita, KS 67202 



X 


| 

200.00 • 

12 

Tilt) Ptnalrio, Qvrtoed 
Box 728 

Httddzuon, KS 67504 

! 

Attorney 

1 

l 

■ 

1000.00 

H j Rod Gouttv Dnocrats j 

! HttMnaen^RS 67501 J 

i i 

County Ibny j 

1 1 


x : ; 4500.00 

i i ; 

\ i 


'**' Th * P * B * 56MP-QO 


Pagt 5 0 f 11 


































1941 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


areas Dgmsadc State Gcnmltfe 

$me of Candidate* Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

Nairn and Address 

of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
GMna More Then *150 


yis 

Kcaner International, lie. 
Bok 04376 

Mfea*Be,UI 53204 

Fcurfey 

■ 

■ 



m 

Western landbcepa, 1m. 
Box 128 

St. RuL, KS 66771 

Ganstnetigi 

■ 

i 


i 

500.00 

y4 

Gokcadb Denneatic My 
770 Grint St Ste 200 
Danas:, 00 80203 

State My 

i 

i 


i 

14990.00 : 

yi 

yio 

Shonet Gouty Damcratic ftrty 
Bok 1436 

Tbpda, KS 66601 

Gonty ftrty 

■ 

i 

i 

! 4500.00 

; 3500.00 

! 

Y7 | Georgia Dwirmirtc ftrty 

{ 1100 Spring St Ste 420 
j Atlanta, G\ 30309 

State Ftrty j 

! 

■ 

x : 13300.00 

Vfi) 1 Marshall Canty Deimats 

i MttysvilLe, KS 66S0B 

! 

Canty ftrty 

■ 

i 

i 


yi6 i Louisiana Cenrmtic My 

' Box 4385 

j Baton ftagfclA 70821 

State My ' 

■ 

i 

i 

i 

i 

i 

! 

j 15000.00 

i 

i 

! 

<27 

Florida Derrxrratic ftrty 
234 S ficoncugi 
Tallafflssee, EL 32301 

State ftrty 

■ 

i 

mm | 

no 

i 

Nebasta Damaatic My 
715 S 14th 
Lincoln, ME 68508 

State ftrty 

■ 

i 


'4 ; Sheet Metal Voders local #2 LAC; &eet Metal Watters i 

2902 Blue Rfc^e ELvd ! I j 

Kansas Qty, MO 64129 ; ! S 

x ; 250.00 

i ? 

i 


Jtal This Page g9fr8Q.0Q 


of n 
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Florida Democratic Party 


> o. »oi in* 

‘tuMMIL ft OJM 

Ntautn 

mHOMMII 


September 27, 1996 


it***mtm 


■wm a 

KWI9 

ftwm 


urn Idmlw 


Ms. Kris Daniels 

Peoples First Financial Savings & Loan 

P 0 Box 2950 

Panama City, Florida 32402 


Dear Kris: 



This is to request that a wire transfer of $15,000 be made today from the following account 
Transfer $15,000 from Account Number 256580 


:. ’>ri)i «w * >smcr 
:**«* i <Mt Cwi 
*« Iwwicivr 
(«u lew* 
1*4 i*v *tt< 

M, *o*mi 
1*4 

NKl C.MC' 

% M*«r 


The transfer should be sent to the following bank: 

Central National Bank 
800 S.E Quincy 
Tapeka, K A 66612 


* -••CM* 

t*Me 5:e*r»» 

«i? V* » 

>i*r» 

■1?* ’ Ur; 

‘i- flfir'r* 
N <r '.mw 
• mt >s 



WIRE INFORMATION ABA 101101293 

The funds are to be credited to the Kansas Democratic Party Account Number 
120109843 


.Kltf 

•W> Cv t\ * »«*- 

• » w*.» 


Thank you for your assistance. 
Sine© 



Sylvia E. Holt 
Accountant 


■»•**•«« 

SMI - 4-1 

4 • W.l 

Um Cvr. '• >*<»i 

**■*»■** «»-7 

Ux W »mi 

VtH4r»f Hr* 
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PEOPLES FIRST COMMUNITY BANK 
P.O. BOX 2950 

PANAMA CITY, FL: 32*02-2950 


I2155R 1 R 

60 73 73 

...» ATUCB flCfilTC _ 

STATEMENT DATE 09/30/96 
ACCOUNT NUMBER 

UlncK UCBII) 

RETURNED CHECK 

100.00 

09/20 

RETURNED DEPOSITED CHECK FEE 

5 . 00 . 

09/20 

STOP PAYMENT CHARGE 

.00 

09/26 

OTHER WITHDRAWAL 

18 . 393.00 

09/27 

OUTGOING WIRE TRANSFER 

26 . 218 . 2 * 

09/27 

OUTGOING WIRE TRANSFER 

38 . 658.00 

09/27 

OUTGOING WIRE TRANSFER 

15 . 000.00 

09/27 

SERVICE CHARGE 

10.00 

09/30 

CREDIiS — — - 


* * 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

5 , 000.00 

09/10 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

39 . 679.98 

09/10 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

78 . 300.00 

09/10 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

76.126.06 

09/10 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

17,022.32 

09 / n 

INCOMING WIRE TRANSFER 

25 . 001.00 

09 /n 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

11 . 820.00 

09/12 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

50 . 006.51 

09/13 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

1 . 100.00 

09/13 

INCOMING WIRE TRANSFER 

8.553-00 

09/13 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

71.726.20 

09/16 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

3.5*9-06 

09/17 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

69.597-67 

09/17 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

2 . 500.00 

09/18 

INCOMING WIRE TRANSFER 

17.630.00 

09/18 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

*5.268.85 

09/19 

REVERSAL-RETURNED DEPOSITED CHECK FEE 

5.00 

09/ 19 

INTEREST DEPOSIT ( 8/25/9* THRU 9/21/9*) 

2.086.71 

09/21 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

852.32 

09 / 2 A 

DEPOSIT BY CHECK 

86 , 650.00 

09/2L 

INCOMING WIRE TRANSFER 

60.000.00 

09 / 2 * 


ACCOUNT BALANCES BY OAT 

1091 , 090 . 2 * 09/03 U09.797.97 09/12 
1071, 5*1. 16 09/0* 1 1*9. 630. *9 09/13 
I0**,925.89 09/05 1 138. 68*. 85 09/16 

1002.606.89 09/06 1080.637.27 09/17 

958.106.89 09/09 10*7.160.96 09/18 
1135.568.93 09/10 1087.609.66 09/19 
11 *2.316.29 09/11 1056.3)8.02 09/20 


1056,600.73 09/21 
1011.778.67 09/23 
1088,166.98 OS/2* 
10*0.816.29 09/25 
1075.786.37 09/26 
977 . 762.63 09/27 
956, 20 *. 31 09/30 


If YOU HAVE QUESTIONS RECARO INC THIS STATEMENT. PLEASE CALL 
BOOKKEEPING AT 906-769-5261 OR 1-BOO-668-6633. THANK YOU. 


PAGE 3 * FINAL PAGE 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


XBBS DSBDCE&tic StStB QunittBB 

irpe of Candidate. Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Daw 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 


I Cheek Amount of 

1 Appropriate Box ! Coah. Check. 
CMCM UM cm; Letnor 

yi5 

Kramer Interwrional, Ixc. 
Box 04576 

Kfeato a, WE 53204 

Foundry 

1 

1 

I 



Uestgn Landaaps, lie. 
Box 128 

St. Pul, KS 66771 

Oanatnrtim 


X 



300.00 

V* 

Gokradb Dnoexadc PKty 
770 Gcact St Ste 200 
Dm:, QD 80203 

State ftrty 

1 

1 

1 

I 

14990.00 

V7 

V5D 

Shewree Gointy Damrrrarir. ftrty 
Box 1436 

Ttpefa, KS 66601 

Canty ftrty 


X 

X 



VJ i Gtocgia Dsnxratic Itoy 

j 1100 Spring St Sta 420 

j Atlanta, G\ 30309 

State Etocty 


■ 


ViO j Marshall Canty Derogate 

i Maysville, KS 66S08 

Canty Party j 

1 

1 


1 

1 

■ 

Vl6 i Louisiana Darncratic Party 

' I Bck 4385 

| Baton Rage, LA 70821 

State ftrty 


1 

1 

j 15000.00 

j 

27 | Florida Dasoasdc ftrty 

| 214Sfcana#i 
i Tallagessee, FL 32301 

State tarty 


1 

1 

x i 15000.00 : 

i 

1 

'30 | Nefccaska Danxzstic Party 

i 713 5 lAth 
j Lincoln, 68306 

State Party 


1 

im 

'4 ; Sheet Metal totters local #2 IAC | 9aet Metal Workers 

| x ! 250.00 


1 2902 Blue Ridge BLvd 
j Kras City, K) 64129 


,3tal This Page 89480.00 


of 11 


Page 1 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


Kansas Danocratfc State Qandttee 

*me of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 




PAC Affiliation 

1 

Check 


Amount of 

Data 

Mama and Adtfrtss 

OR 

i AoDrooriato Box 

Cash. Chock. 


of Contributor 

Occupation of Individual 

Je- 

>CM 

Utn 

<Mwr 

Loan or 



^hrino Mora Than *150 

J 





8/2D 

Gallaay for State Bepceaentative 

Qaplgn Gbmdttee 

■ 

IB 

■ 

r 

j 400.00 


Bok 21 

KS 66849 


1 

1 

l 



✓3 

Artarsas Damcratic ftrty 

State Barty 


m 



| ' 15000.00 


13C0WQ|4tal 
little Bade, AR 72 201 


1 


1 

■ 

1 

i 

✓16 

Geaey Gftrty Denrrats 
Jurcdmaty, KS 66441 

Gouty Bsrty 

1 


1 

i 

250.00 

✓10 

bat Ml Meal Action CBnnittee 
715 W 10th 
Tqpta, IS 66612 

Eicatccs 

1 


1 


1750.00 

77 

Harvey Ganty Democrats 

Canty GamxLttee 


X 



110.00 

•'5 

i 

Bcoc 852 

barton, KS 67114 

i 


X 



4500.00 • 

! 

» j 

-Senate Victory Rid 

Reoqgnzad ftrty OcnmLttee 

■ 

a 

■ 


5000.00 

% ! 

Bok 1811 

mm 

D 


j 

3000.00 

77 i 

Topeka, KS 66601 


H 

H 

■ 


1893.72 

V2 ! 


■ 

■9 

■ 

! 

1000.00 

V7 i 

Senate Victory Rnd 

BBoggrieeri ftrty GannLttee 

■ 

EX 

■ 

i 

Services 9866.40 ; 

yis 

Bok 1811 

(For Services) 

■ 

Bl 


1 

Services 8100.00 . 

VIS I 

Topeka, KS 66600. 

■ 

B 

■ 

1 

i 

3033.16 : 

" i 
1 

Dsrcecatic Sanatoria! Carpriffl 
Gamdttee 
Box 1811 

Tbpeka, K5 66601 

Senate Oaipaats 

l 

i 

1 


yio j 

i 

i 

• 

Riley Gapnty Dsncczzts 
Martettan, KS 66502 

County ftrty 

i 

B 

1 

j 4500.00 ! 

14 ! 

i 

Michael Gtiessar j 

12700 Vmk Central Et St* 455 ; 

Dallas, IX 75251 

1 

Attorney 

i 

X 

i 

1 

l 

i 

1 


moo 



ptal This Page 61453.28 


Page 3 of Ji 


zee 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

ms Dnccntic State ftimirtre 

~'ne of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Dtti 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

i* J 

| Check i Amount of 

l Aoorooriatt Box ! Cash. Check. 

Cadi Chaok UM OUmt) Loan Of 

J ! Other fttc-iot 

/4 

Maine PannrgRffc Party 
12 Spasm St 
Agsca, MB 0332 

State tety 

1 

i 

i 

i 

| 13300.00 

! . 

15 

1 

! 

Leewawrth Canty Democrats 

iMHdh, is mm 

Canty Party 


i 

i 

i 

4300.00 

13 

lacara 0*Bcim 
1330 Eye St Apt 600 
Wsshirgten, DC 20005 

Attorn^ 


i 

i 

i 

1000.00 

1 

! 

V.W. O'Bcyacn 4 Cb. , Inc. 
Boc 100 

Hroter, KS 66746 

! I 


X 

1 

i 

j 

j 

! ! 

j 100.0 

1 

! 

^ 1 
i 

Ckai far District Attain 1 

320 Stockade j 

l&aare, KS 660® 

! Campaign Garaittae 

i 

1 j x ! i 

i ! i 

30.00 . 

• P.A.C.E. Engineering, Inc. 
! 15 E 5th St Sts 1921 
! Tulsa, CK 74103 

Bgjneeriig Firm 

i 

1 

i 

1 

1500.00 • 

7 

Parrish tiava^sait Corporation 
700 SU Jackson Sts 200 
Tcpeka, KS 66603 

ftspaty haragprent 

i 

H 

i 

l 

230.00 • 

7 i First Rile Properties 

. I Box 5318 
Ilcpdo, KS 66605 

j 

Peal Estate Dswekpnert: 

i 

1 

i 

l 

moo ; 

7 j Ei^ith & Jackson Investnent &ax> 

1 Box 5313 
j Topeka, KS 66635 

Keel Estate Development 

i 

1 

i 

I 

250.00 

7 i DL Leasing ; 

! Box531£ * 

; Topeka, KS 66605 j 

• i 

Laasirg ! 

) 

i 

mm 


.tal This Page 


2300.00 


Page 


of 11 
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co>tr:cctions to the committee 


cf 

(Schedule A oeiyj 


u- .ikX.V, -*> w^.m. J-.. aw !u> 5*« ajyijsnng 


• Ox, j 

AMn-cJ j CoM<nb«tur'> aih^v. .: ,» cuJc 

| «f !»*»*a* 

ArtMM 


^ii« 

j|j^^ 

> $000x0 

!c-7-9b 

S«xfUl M'l'rc.Co 
t cl O"- >^_ 

t-oJrnuiR- > /«£- £H/cC 

• 

/Ooo.d o 

to,7-% 

^S**y*f \i+ s~ 

t4vC^riOr* 

2V E *V- /l/fc. n./. £ &» l«Ja.sA ."a 

jL.DC- ^ccx>V 

^c/SQOD 
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ArtO^bc- //?;£ 

aA 
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lon-%! 

< S^V\CbvtiL Lf.<~.^Xt\k y p4vf t-U. 9| 
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>}v<*«,"W*o. / C*iQO 

)< 

£• c£.cc 
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/Xfc 
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/O^C 1 ./ <;f /vV 
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1. Total contributions this page only 


Lss; pxjc or.-y Scl.rdulc A. 

2. 7:;c! frc;:*. aiir-chcti scjscs (Schs&tlc A} 

3. Ajj.tjatc, contribution* of SICO or less not itemized 




















THE MAINE DEMOCRATIC PARTY 

P.O. BOX 5258 
AUGUSTA, MAINE 04332*5236 
1207) 622*623: 
FAX (207) 622-263“ 


November 4, 1996 

"3*/ -£07) z97-u&)f' 


Marilyn Canavan 

Commission on Governm en tal Ethics 
State House Station #135 
Augusta, ME 04333 


Dear Marilyn: 

Enclosed please an amendment to our October Report The committee mistakenly did not report a contribution 
j the Kansas Democratic Party. The disbursement was made from an account that is normally inactive. In fact, 
this was the only disbursement from the account this year. We apologize for the oversight. 


Sincerely, 

$ik/ 

Kevin J. Mattson 
Executive Director 
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Page of 

(Schedule B only) 

CONTRIBUTIONS TO CANDIDATES. COMMITTEES 

l)«» m iiwIuJ.' (••'•n rvpivmcii* or in-kioJ cxpcnUr.itm on lllis ftdwtlulc. 


Schedule B 
EXPENDITURES 


0jlc of 
pavnwnl 


Catuliib k-’comuiatuv \ address. sip code 

Olftcc 

district* - 

Amount 

10/4/96 

Kansas Democratic 
Party 

PO Box 1914 
Topeka, KS 66609 


15,000.00 
































i 














1. Expenditures this pace onlv 

Last page only Schedule B 

2. Toial from m melted |xit:c% (Schedule B) *... 

io.ooo/yn 


3 . 


CGEEP iWr.i :• ;; 


Toial coin ribui ion > 10 e:n:J;J;i!csfcommiHccs 
t rimer ou page 2 . line f» ' 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

isas Dsroggtfc State Oannittae 

aine of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Oats 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC AffBiation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Givino More Than $150 

1 Check ) Amount of 

1 Appropriate Box ! Cash. Check. 

| CMhOiMft Um ow' Loan Of 

! OtharBocaiot- 

vis 

Kramer Intaradcral, Inc. 
Bex 04576 

Efilmiee, UI 53204 

Farriry 

1 

X 


H 

/20 

Uestsn Landscape, line. 
Box 128 

St. ftul, KS 66771 


1 

i 


1 

500.00 

V4 

Golrrado Darocraric Tarty 
770 Grant St Ste 200 
DerMsr, CD 80203 

State Rrty 




X 


y> 

yio i 
! 

ShEMnee Party Damxiatic Rarty 
Box 1436 

Tbpeka, KS 66601 

Canty Ihrty 

1 

E 

1 

! 4300.00 

; 3300.00 

V7 j Georgia Daraciadc Rarty 

1 1100 Spring St Ste 42D 

j Atlanta, G\ 30309 

State Rsrty j 

i 

i 

j ; x . 15000.00 

i 1 

i < 

} ; 

3/10 j Marshall Ganty Danxrats 

j Etarysville, KS 66306 

Hi 

BmiM 

yi6 i larlsim Demxratic F&rty 

' j 'Bax 4385 

j Batcn Rage, 1A 70621 

State Tferty 


X 

j 

Hi 

<27 1 Flcriria Democratic Party 

| 214 S Beanos^ 

i Tallagessee, EL 32301 

i 

State Pfcrty 


1 

BE 

<30 j Nefcraska Dernxratic Tarty 

j 715 S 14th 
j Lincoln, EE 68506 

State Party j 

1 

! 

i 

i 

1 

1 

i 

i 1 

j x | 14990.00 

/ * ; Sheet Metal Workers Local #2 LAO j Sheet Metal Workers j x ! 250.00 

2902 Blue Ridge Blvd ! 1 ! j 

j Kensas City, ED 64129 ; ! • | 


.Jtal This Page g^gp.QQ 


of H 


Page 1 


7QP 
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DEMOCRATIC 
PARTY OF 
GEORGIA 


4 OCTOBER 1996 

NATIONSBANK OF GEORGIA 
1280 WEST PACES FERRY RD 
ATLANTA, GA 30327 

RE: WIRE TRANSFER 

DEAR STACY GOSSETT, 

THIS LETTER IS TO AUTHORIZE MR HUBERT PRESCOD TO 
EXECUTE A WIRE TRANSFER ON BEHALF OF THE DBMOCRA TIC PARTY OF 
GEORGIA AS FOLLOWS : 

ACCOUNT TO CHARGE ^PHMi 
AMOUNT TO TRANSFER : S 15,000.00 


ZELL MILLER 
Qo mnor 


JOHN A. BLACKMON 
Ctiakmgn 


STEVE ANTHONY 
Extcv&si Director 


TRANSFER FUND TO: 

BANK NAME: CENTRAL NATIONAL BANK 


ACCOUNT NAME : KANSAS DEMOCRATIC PARTY 
ATTN: DENNIS LANGLEY 


ACCOUNT I 
ABA ROUTING U 


THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION. 


. YOURS TRULY, 
STEVE ANTHONY 


E«M ttfl 


1100 Spring Svaat, 8uto 710 • Atlanta, 
{404J 874*1906 • “ 




ng.com 


t. Bute 710 • Atlanta, Qaargia 30309 
MIM«I • Fax (4043 97*4399 
»^w>toato:l«tp^to*Sw»5«toSoo^otN‘~oaparty 


000014 
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:ailsd Report of Rocordst Kerch 24, Ifft 


Page: l 


: 4, njuna 

„ Address Work Address Kail Address 


isa* Ossocrstie fa» 

mm Democratic Party Salutations 


.box 1914 
iki, ICS CM 31 

• Vboaei Huk Komi Pax Whaomt Ut. Smms 

(1. i f«: Wplagrtri OcSopateioot 

|Ui 

tburssmsat Information 

:s Amount Kind Item i Acct. Chk. Purpose 

X/M flSOOO.OO Cpmelag t a pmdltura *1001 0.00 CMSKXBOrXflW 

tii moot. oo 

WCi l-IMN.Ot 


G 


• 000013 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

reas Droaatfc State Qanritttee 

ime of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Oats 

Nam* and Address 
of Contributor 

■ 

I Chock J ' Amount of 

1 Appropriate Box ! Cosh, Check, 
Cm* cm l«m otn* j Loan or 

' Other Receipt 

Vis 

Keener International, line. 
Box 06576 

MLkatea.UI 53206 

Fandfcy 

i 


i 

OB 

TO 

Western Landscape, line. 
Boot 128 

St. Rul, KS 66771 

Constriction 

l 


i 

1 

' moo' 

✓4 

Golccacto Denoantlr. ftrty 
770 Grant St Ste 200 
Dante:, CD 80203 

State ftrty 

l 

l 

i 

B 

14990.00 : 

V7 

Vl0 

Storm Gornty Dsnocradc Party 
Box 1436 

TVp**, KS 66601 

Canty Rarty 

l 

B 

i 

! 4500.00 

; 3500.00 

[ 

VI | 

' 1 


1/iO j Mbc*b11 County Denccxats 

i f^rysvUle, KS 66506 

\ 

County ftrty 

l 


’/16 j Louisiana Censxadc My 

Be* 4385 • 

| Baton Rouge, LA 70621 

State My 

l 

x i j 1 15000.00 

I j 1 

! 1 ! 

27 

Florida Dermatic My 
214 S Bronajgfo 
Tallagpssnp, FL 32301 

State My 

l 

i 

i 

sm 

30 

Ketaska Dsnocxatic My 
715 S 14th 
Lincoln, JE 68506 

State My 

i 

i 

am 

4 ; Shaat Mstal letters local <2 LAC; 

2902 Blue Rbfec Hhd ! 

j Kansas City, M3 64129 

asm 

wma 


ital This Page 


89680,00 


of n 


Page 1 


par 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

areas Democratic State Gnmittae 

*me of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Ghrina More Then S1SO 

f Check j ' Amount of 

J Appropriate Box ! Cash. Check. 

| Caah Owe Loan Other J Loan Of 

\ ! Other Receiot 

vis 

Kraner International, fie. 
Box 04576 

MUwaJee, UI 53304 

Foundry 


1 

i 


no 

Western Landscape, fie. 
Box 126 

St. Psol, KS 66771 

Gretnctim 


1 

i 

1 

moo 

y4 

rnirrar<r> Danxxatic Party 
770 Gant St Ste 200 
Dener, CD 80203 

State forty 

1 

1 

i 

1 

14990.00 : 

V7 

VlO 

Shmnea Gcunty Dsnxratic forty 
Box 1436 

fijpeka, KS 66601 

County forty 

1 

B 

I 

! 4500.00 

; 3500.00 

V7 i 

! 

i 

1 

Georgia Democratic Vacty 
1100 Spring St Ste 420 
Atlanta, G\ 30309 

I State Party \ ! 

! | 

i i 

! :: i 

! i 

: i i 

1 » 

I ! 

x . 15000.00 

)/10 | Marshall Goxity Damcrats 

j Meaysville, KS 66506 
• 

County forty 

1 

x. 1 

! 


j 4750.00 

i 

i 

>/16 i Inrisiana Democratic forty 

! Box 4385 

j Baton Rugs, LA 70821 

State forty 

1 

i 

■ 


11 { Florida Daipcratic Party 

j 214S Brandi 
j Tallagessee, FL 32301 

State Party 

1 

i 

■H 

’3D j Nebraska Danxratdc Party 

i 715 S 14th 
! Lincoln, NE 68506 

State forty 


HBHil 


4 ; Sheet fetal Workers Local #2 IPC 1 Sheet Metal Workers i i x ! 


230.00 

2902 Blue Ridge Bhd ! 1 ! 

i 


; Kasas Citv, K) WI29 ! 

. ! 1 ! : J 



jtal This Page 


89480.00 

Page _ 

1 

of 11 


POP 





























1955 


SCHEDULE A 

contributions AND OTHER receipts 


SfSB OBnxadC 

-me of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee}* 


Data 

Mama and Addrass 
at Contributor 

■ 

■ 


Amount of 
Cadu Chtck. 
Loan or 

m 

Mkhtaefca/fe. Sysfcan, Be* 
642 IdladldaSt 
Salim, KS 57401 

IteBo 



II 

2000.00 

>16 

EKact Oris Stainqgar 
SIS 64th 

Items Oty, 85 6011 


a 


1 

i 

800.00 

V8 

Dadd Steiner 
UaeLLentek 
Ctanga, NJ 07052 

Attcm^ 

■ 


1 

1 

3000.00 

ya 

Korns AFL-GD OCEE Rxd 
201 3.' 36th 
Tfcpeka, KS €6601 

labor 


X 


! 

2500.00 ! 

WO 

££<**.»=« |On»»re | |.| 

UKSce, KS 66044 ; j j j 

! '■ 4530.00 

r : 

i ] 

i 

a 

Dsnxradc lirchEcn Ckb 
730 $K Jackson 
Tfcpeka, KS 66603 

mam 

x i 1 100.00 

i 8 ! 

i i 1 

hh . 

Aldbaas Dsnrratic Itety 1 

290 21st St, NSte 405 1 

Bisttiigni), AL 35203 

State ftety 



j x ! 14990.00 ■ 

! i 

I 1 

A5 

Phsfcas local Ihkxi 8 B PC 
8600 HLlkiest Ste 2 
Kansas City, K) 64136 

Pbnbacs 

i 

i 

am 

17 

? 

Total Gorapt (k^phics 
4407 Cicxrixrst ft? 
Kidney mil, IN 38141 

Printing BrAaagi Firm i 

i 

i 

j 10000.00 

17 « ttilliasscn Oil Gb. f Inc. i Oil 

1 Box 807 | 

| Fort taro, AL 35967 I 

i 1 f 

x ; 13000.00 


^otal This Page 


Page 8 


^r>cr 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

usas Democratic State GanittBC 

^ne of Candidate* Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC AffKatkxi 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Qhrirto Mora Than $150 

Check j Amount of 

Aooroorlate Box ! Cash. Cheek* 
j Cask Cheek Uan Ottm 1 Loan or 

1 Other Receipt, 

ya 

Bnily's list (totiadnl 4 
806 15th St W Ste 400 
ttKhirgton, DC 20006 



X 

1 

J 

1 

5000.00 

vis 

Wyoming nwnaoric Etarty 
Bqk 5044 

Qeysna, Wf 82003 

State QaaAttae 

l 

i 

■ 

14990-00 

<B 

Irving Haris 
209 £ Lake Shore Dr 
Chicagp, 3L 606U 

(SOFlttuay Qrpnratian 

l 

i 

■ 

2730.00 

* 

William Harris 
6 Uxgfellcw ftric 
Cartridge ** 02138 

Ptwete Jnxstoc 


X 

j j 2750.00 

\ j 

*7 

i 

4 



<12 : Hensley for Saetcc 

<27 j 2226 Virginia 

j Tnpria, KS 66606 

i 

Omprigp Gamattee 

i 

! 

•i 

i 

X 


>12 

The Boeirg Qnpsy 
Box 7730 

UkhLta v KS 67277 


i 

i 

i 

1 

X 

! 300.00 

I 1 

1 1 

<20 ! Shaman Jones Canpaisn Rid 

j 3736 Uaescr Dt 
| Kansas City, KS 66104 

Csnpaigp GcnraLttae 

i 

1 


VS I Harah's Opomtirg Gaipary, Ire 

• 1023 Qvnv Hd 
Mngiis, IN 36117 

' 1 

Casino and hotels 

■ 

mm 


VIS • Orin Kramer : Inestor | ' x j 2000.00 

. 3050 Cater fee Apt 300 i ! ! 

i Ft. Lee, KJ 27204 J j * ' 


i 


^iotal This Page 


3Z38L5Q 


Page 




4 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


gas Drocjnf ir State Qnrilttae 

of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation Check j Amount of 

OR Apprapriata Bex i Cash, Chock, 

Occupation of Individual c«*» cm u« oowr • Loan or 

Qhrino Mora Than 1150 ! Other Receipt 

m 

God^ Qxrty Dmcczata 
917 Mdn 

Winfield, KS 67196 


i 

i 



i 

Kansas Pipeline Qpaatipg CLapey 
8325 lam Dr Ste 400 
Stmtm MLssicn, KS 66214 

Pipeline Gspsy 

i 

i 



5000.00 

1 5 

^■rtjiTrlf fhlTtty nirrj—at 
Bac 1736- 
Wichita, 672ft 

Gouty Party 

i 

i 

1 


4290.00 

-10 

Osan Canty Dsiocxats 
213 Owe 

Budi t&m, KS 66413 

Qxrty ftrty 

! 

i 

i 

1 

1 

| 4750.00 

1 

17 j Xd*o Oanrzatic ftrty 

1 Bcw 445 
j Boise, ID 82700. 

State fttrty 

■i 

1 

i 33000.00 

-18 | South Croiiia Qpocatfc ftety 

to 5965 

| Coluiaa, SC 29290 

State Itarty 

1 

i 

H 

! 

19000.00 


J.M. linitad 
1Q11 E 13th St 
Vfiduta, KS 67214 

Architects 

i 

1 

1 

■ 

2000.00 

m 1 Ss^iick Ctxrty Fedaaesl Ural's 

Danocradc ffrh 
i Wkhita, KS 67202 

i 

Worm's Organization 

i 

1 

1 

i 

200.00 

’ j 

TiroMnakb, Chartered 
Bw 728 

Hjtchinson, KS 67304 

\ 

Attorney 

i 

1 

1 

j 1000.00 

H ! Reno County Cazxxats j 

| Hutchiraon, KS 67901 j 

i i 

Canty ftrty 

i 

MH 


roll Thto Page 56430.00 


of * 


P»9* 5 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


Kansas Democratic State Ggnittge 

(N--ne of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
GMno Mora Than *150 

Chock 
Aoorooriats 
Cask CM Uan 

tax 

Oflor 

Amount of 
Cash, Check. 
Loan or 

10/21 

New ffesprite Dsocxatic Rcty 
ISDN Main 
Coroaed, Hi 03301 

Stats ferty 


i 



15000.00 

W18 

i 

1 

! 

Oal-ffrrrriii DBnXXBtiC ftdy 

8440 Santa Monica B3vd 
IcsA^lo, Q\ 90069 

State Ftety 

1 

i 

i 


14990.00 

ms 

South Dalota Democratic ftrty 
Box 737 

Sicuc F blls, SD 57101 


1 

i 



15000.00 

j 1C/23 
1 

! 

The Ccmnittae R r tecge Ratty 
104 NW Gfceervnod A® 

Tfcpda, KS 66606 

Onpaigi 

1 

i 



5500.00 

j 10/23 

i 

Chcng-Mxnlfie 
1245 Oak Ifoy 
Suryuale, (X 94306 

Chair - Anerkan TednoLog 

es 

X 



15000.00 

! 

’ 10/23 
i 

Kansans far a Darocxadc House 
Box 2083 

Topeka, KS 66601 

Rgxginized forty Gqnm.ttg 


i 



5000.0C 

,10/23 

i 

Bill Koch 
1601 Fccun PI 

West felm Bach, IL 33401 

Executive' 

i 

i 



15000.00 

1 









[ Subtotal This Page g% 9 p.g) 


Compute 

Total Itemized Receipts for Period ! 

1 584637.15 

if Ust 

Total Unitemized Contributions ($50 or less) 

_ 5114.96 . 

page of 

Sale of Political Materials (Unitemized) 


aehadula 

Totai Contributions When Contributor Not Known 



TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PERIOD (to line 2 of Summary) 

1 5B97S2.il 


Page 


of J! 


I 
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SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


Kansas Par mer Sa m CtoittBe 

NN*-ne of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Oats 

i 

Neme and Addrtes 
of Contributor 

PAC Affliction 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Mora Than d1BO__ 

CtMcfc 

Caah fhtofc Lom 

jOK 
on wr 

Amount of 
Cash, Check, 
Loan or 
Other Receipt 

mi 

Nar fapdiiie Dsnrratic ftcty 
ISDN tain 
Gdrcaod, HI 0333. 

State ftrty 

1 

1 

1 

I 

isooo.o: 

ms 

California nr»»Hr- Race/ 
8600 Santa Mrica Bhd 
Los Angeles, (A 90069 

State ftcty 

1 

1 

1 

1 

14990.CC 

ms 

Soah Dakita nartcrarir tety 
Bex 737 

SicusBtfls, SD 57HJL 

State ftcty 

1 

1 

1 

I 

150C0.CC 

10/23 

The Chmittee Far Marge Itetty 
106 R? Gteerwocd Awe 
Tcpete, KS 66606 

- 

Caipajgn 

1 

1 

1 

1 

5500.0C 

1 1(V23 

Ctog-Mxn Lee j Qmr - Anancai Tadrolcg 

12450BkH*y 1 

Suryvale, CA 2086 j 

fiS 

X 



15000.CC 

! 

i 

1 10/23 

i 

Kansans far a Derocratic Hxse 
Box 2083 

Tcpska, KS 66601 

Reccgiriizad Fferty Gjiraitta 


1 

1 

1 

5000.0C 

; 10/23 

1 

1 

Bill Koch 
16Q1 RsunFl 

West Ralm Bach, FL 33401 


1 

I 

1 

1 

15000.00 

1 

i 







J 


i Subtotal This Page 8%90.CC 


Compl.t* 

Total Itemized Receipts for Period 

1 584637.15 

if last 

Total Unitemized Contributions {$50 or less) 

5114.96 

P*0t of 

Sale of Political Materials (Uniiemized) 


oeMduio 

Total Contributions When Contributor Not Known 



TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PERIOD (to line 2 of Summary) 

5897S2.il 


Page 


of * 


n 
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1960 





1961 


-report op receipts and disbursements 

For Otar ThM An AatafM < 
fSummsry Paps) 



PI .MMStamurtaMt 
□ 

□ 

njMMSIMMY— r 


OspcO Ous Ok 



y**oim 


-SBS^Bssr 

**— ■ ii^/w >■»<»« js 


















1962 














1963 


REPORT OF RECEIPTS AND DISBURSEMENTS 

For OttMr Than Af 
CftnuMryfagt) 



n Jtfrti flw ipl i Nport 
I I Qc>abfis r> iHily Hifnrf 

□jtfy31 MktYwrR«port(Wei> tkdkn Ymrtii+A 


DMnaiyiO 
OniMhio 
□ **•» 
On® 


§ 

Jw® 1 

JN» f 

A^OHtas | 

a 

fpMrtbirtt | 


□ 


as 

«ao 

•fW 

ai 


(TVp««< B urt o n )" 
hftwSfetotf 


nH7h!rti^d«vi«portialciii^P»Qgi^BKalooQft 

to* 5 HH 


teafeAaportaa, 


□yb Hno 














1964 



















1965 






^ Citizens Bank 

Call lnfe-1 fat aytlM far account infer— tf—. 
current ratoi and — — ers to your question. 


ism non is t 

nh oecauuc Goonmno nc ran 


iso m mix si 
assn 


Co—efctai Account 

SUiwnA 

1 Cf 2 


Ce— trcitl Check inf 

sVnmaT v 

Balance Calcuiatloo 

Previous Balance 
Oiecki 

Ooifti I fooi 
Of— sits 4 CroOlt* 
Cur root Balance 


10B.BM.9S 

%vum m • 

fW.0M.77 - 
179.072 .0* « 
S0.0a.70 - 


TKANSACTtON OClAllS 

Oocki * Thero fs a breik la ckock t 

Choc* a a— nt Ono It— — . 

41,000.40 10/01 20197M0 

-4 ios.ON.oo nyti 

-0 00.000.40 tt/SO 

—0 40.000.00 If /SI 

toes* 20.000.00 tt/W 2001MS3 

OcOftt A feet 
Other 0—tca 




An— at fete I t- JIa. 
a.ooe.oe so/i> lonwoi 
f.eoe.ee nn leonsa 

OO.MO.M SO /23 20221740 
22 S.OOI.OO SO/M 2 OU 0 I 0 S 


9r— t— i niaoct 
ioi.ois'os 


Total Checks 


Date It— Oa. 
10/01 
20/01 
10/07 
10/10 
10/IS 
10/li 

-10/17 20123009 
10/17 
10/17 
10/17 

-10/21 sotensi 

10/22 200W91S 
10/2$ 

10/29 20120199 


0 

а. 

б. 
a. 
a. 
e. 

S.oou 

tS.OOQ. 

». 

a 

liO.OOO. 

20,000. 

e. 

40 , 0 — 


Oescrfft ien 

CntieM Bank etre Tsfr 
Citizen* Bank Wire Ts/r 
CU120R* Bank ifre Tsfr 
Citizen* bn ofre Tsfr 
C It inn* Bank fire Tsfr 
Clttnns Bank tire Ttfr 
0— It Me— 

Citizen* Bank Vfre Tsfr 
Citizens Bank etre Tsfr 
Citizen* Bank efre Tsfr 
Delft — 

0— it — m 

Defuse Check Oieck/Acc. 

Oeklt — 


101791 

U17M 


Total Debit* & fee* 
240^090.77 


REPRODUCTION P-tLd h.. 

(DATfT 





1966 



£ Citizens. Bank «-«« .*— « 

l-«00’922 9999 2 OF 2 

Cad Inf o Ifnt anytfae far account infor«tt'on, 

currant rates and ansoers to joor questions. October U 1996 







1967 


New Hampshire Democratic Party 

Transactions by Date 

October 1 through Novambw 11, IMS 


rypm 

Data 

Nut 

Nana 

Memo 

Aooouat 

Sptt 

■mourn 

Paycnack 

10/9*96 

3126 

Mou. Brian 


Ceeo. Federal 

-SPOT* 

-456.46 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3127 

Soume.Moay 


C«ap. Federal 

-SPOT- 

•324.40 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3128 

Braga, Adam 


Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

-571.46 

Paycheck 

10M8 

3129 

Capona. 8heHa 


Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

•122966 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3130 

demons. Nick M 


Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

-671.45 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3131 

CoNns. Laura E 


Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

-357.19 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3132 

OuMva. Robert 


Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

-38723 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3133 

Fleming. James E 


Coop. Federal 

-SPUT- 

-758.47 

Paycheck 

10/9*6 

3134 

Lee. David H 


Coop. Federal 

-3PUT- 

•921.43 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3136 

Lewis. Ben D 


Coop. Federal 

-SPUT- 

.-643.61 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3136 

LAee, Trains 


Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

-16970 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3137 

McCartey. Caroline 


Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

-639.96 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3136 

Meyer. No^t 


Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

-37223 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3139 

Moms. Pat 


Coop. Fadorai 

-SPUT- 

•170.49 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3140 

Nelson. David A 


Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

-1296.12 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3141 

Newcomb, Roes 


Coop. Federal 

-5PUT- 

•458.48 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3142 

(7 Leary. John 


Coop. FadarM 

-SPUT- 

•1.62915 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3143 

Pappas. Matt 


Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

•684.94 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3144 

Purdy. Mary 


Coop. Fadaral 

-SPLfT- 

•443.48 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3145 

Quinn. RobertO. 


Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

-1.124.98 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3146 

ScMMhar. Jessica 


Coop. Fadaral 

•SPUT- 

-324.40 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3147 

Stitiwel, Waiter B 


Coop, radaral 

-SPUT- 

-443.48 

Paycheck 

10/9*6 

3148 

Vladeh. Miehaal A 


Coop. FerHfW 

-SPLIT- 

-74S24 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3149 

Welsh. Ed 


Coop. Fadaral 

'S PUT* 

-339.40 

Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3150 

Weiss. Susan 


Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

-48948 

Liability ... 

10/9/96 

10/9/96 

3152 

Wright Brad 


Coop. Fadaral 
Psyroi Expensss 

-SPUT- 

Payroi UabiAies 

•32440 

-100.00 

Liability ... 

10/9/96 

3151 

©toertsBank 

941 Oeposit 

Coop. Fadaral 

-SPLIT- 

-7.897.05 

Check 

10/9/96 

3153 

Dennis Newman 

Field Consulting 

Coop. Fadaral 

LftPFaaa 

-5.00000 

Check 

10/9/96 

3154 

Telemark 

phone bank 

Coop. Fadaral 

Telephone 

•4.121.32 

2heck 

10/9/96 

3155 

Doles rtiemorifl 

oonsuMng (dkect.. 

Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

•17.427.00 

. Paycheck 

10/9/96 

3156 

Cushing. Anna E 


Coop. Fadorai , 

-SPUT- 

-324.40 

Deposi 

10/9/96 


Deposit 

Cashed M CO (5... 

Coord. norvFed. 

Mlac 

20.51230 

Deposit 

10/9/96 


Deposit 

DSCC wire vans... 

Coord. non-Fed. 

Fundraising Inc 

80.00000 

Check 

Deposit 

10/9*6 

10/9/96 

2004 

NH Dem Coop - Federal 

balance expenses 
interest 

Coord. norvFed. 

Mfee 

-40.00000 

1203 

Check 

10/10/96 

3157 

pr promotions 

M-19641J24.S 

Coop. Federal 

-SPUT- 

-1.319.90 

Deposit 

10/10/96 


Deposit 

ASOC Dollars to... 

Coop. Federal 

Furakatsing Inc 

6.600.00 

Deposit 

10/10/96 


Deposit 

Victory USA <Fe... 

Coop. Federal 

Fundratsmg Inc 

5.000.00 

Deposit 

10/10/96 


Deposit 

Dem State Party ... 

Coop. Federal 

Fundratsmg inc 

3.17107 

Deposit 

10/10/96 


Deposit 

Individuals' 

Coop. Federal 

-SPUT- 

24.750.00 

Check 

10/11/96 

3158 

Response Mariceting 

•96106 

Coop. Fadaral 

Pnnting 

-7.91325 

Check 

10/11/96 

3159 

Response Marketing 

#96130 

Coop, radaral 

Pnnting 

•51135 

Check 

10/11/96 

3160 

Keels lor Congress 

contribution 

Coop. Federal 

Campaign 

•5.000.00 

Deposit 

10/11/96 


Deposit 

Individuals 

Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

1.015.00 

Oepoart 

10/11/96' 


Deposit 

individuals 

Coop. Federal 

-SPUT- 

19200 

Deposit 

10/11/96 


Deposit 

Individuals 

Coop. Fadaral 

-SPUT- 

15.50000 

Check 

10/12/96 

3161 

Sufivan County Democrats 

contribution 

Coop. Fadaral 

Rent 

•500.00 

Check 

10/12/96 

3162 

St Patrick’s Church Mom. . 

contnbuoon/Fran... 

Coop. Federal 

Miac 

•10000 

Check 

10/12/96 

3163 

Marches tar Usad Office ... 

office furniture 

Coop. Federal 

Equipment 

•15000 

Check 

10/12/96 

3164 

Schtatiwr. Jessica 

reimbursement (... 

Coop. Federal 

Copytng 

*49.14 

Depoat 

10/15*6 


Deposit 

xfer to balance e... 

Coop. Federal 

Muc 

40.00000 

Deposit 

10/15*6 


Deposit 

Donald Sussman 

Coord norvFed. 

Fundraising fnc 

10.000.00 

Deposit 

10/15*6 


Deposit 

individuals 

Coop. Federal 

-SPUT- 

17.500.00 

Check 

10/15*6 


Greenberg Research. Inc 

Poking fwire van... 

Coop. Federal 

Campaqn 

-6.500.00 

Check 

10/1 S*6 


Citizens Bank 

wire transfer fe« 

Coop. Federal 

BankChrg 

-17.00 

Check 

10/15*6 


Citizens Bank 

wire transfer fee 

Coop. Federal 

BankChrg 

•17.00 

Check 

10/15*6 


Bay Communications 

media buy 

Coop. FedaraJ 

Campaign 

•28.624 32 

Check 

10/16/96 

3165 

BatssNiamond 

VOID consulting 

Coop. Federal 

Campaign 

OOO 

Check 

10/16-96 

3166 

The Granite Group. Inc 

Newspaper Ads 

Coop. Fsderal 

Campwgn 

-4 94324 

Check 

10/16*6 

3167 

pr promotions 

10/11 Labels & B. 

Coop Federal 

Campwgn 

•56500 

Deposit 

10/16*6 


Oeposit 

MeCartey for Sta. . 

Coord non-Fed. 

Fundraising fnc 

9.537.00 

Deposit 

10/16*6 


Deposit 

State PACs 

Coord noo-^ed. 

-SPLIT. 

6201 00 

^ieck 

10/16*6 


Bay Communications 

meow buy 

Coop. Fadaral 

Campaign 

•28.624.32 

bheck 

10/16*6 


Citizens Bank 

wee transfer te« 

Coop. Fadaral 

BankChrg 

-17.00 

Check 

10/16*6 


Kansas Democratic Parry 

comnbution 

Coop. Fadaral 

Campaign 

• 15 . 00 c:. 1 

Check 

10/16*6 


Citizens Bank 

wire transfer fee 

Cooo. Fadaral 

BankChrg _ 

-25 On 

Page 2 



1968 




1969 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECOCTS 


Kras Dwnra SraQrattae 

of Candidata. Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

Non# witf Addrae 
of Contributor 

"I! LJ 

K 

wcfc 

ataj 

UM 

las 

Amount of 
Cash. Chock. 

Loon or 
f|harRK«iDt 

a»a 

SoSlSf 1 * n ’ MdcftH,f 

m 0B3QI 

State tbcty 

1 

1 

1 

i 

13000.CC 

JOOS 

1 

QmfinfftDBeolIcBMy 
SMOSvtaHxfcaBkd 
Los Agates, CA 90069 

Strata? 

1 

1 

1 

i 

1A990.0C 

10/18 

South Meta Drnrerfc tay 
Box 737 

SioxFklls, SD 57101 


1 

1 

1 

i 

1300D.CC 

KV23 

s 

The GonLtaeft Bbr (test tay 
10&W OmoodAe 
Tbpfika, 8S 66606 


1 

1 

1 

i 

smoc 

j 10/23 

Chong-Maon Lee 
12oO*Roy 

Sumak, (A 9S086 | 

Chair - Aurion Iktolqg 

IS 

X 



1SOCO.OC 

i 

'xyn 

Kansans fix a Qraatic Hause 
Bok 2063 

Tfcpda, IS 66601 

Bwrafginiiwi tay Oanattf 


X 



5000.00 

.10/23 

i 

Bill Koch 
IfiCB. Facta H 

West Mr Bach, FL 33401 

tautite* 

1 

1 

1 

i 

1SDQ0X0 










{Subtotal This Page 85H9DJCD 

— '■ I. . - ■ — — ... ■' i . . ■ ■ I. .i acom p fc 


C«mpM« 

Total Itemized ReceiDts for Period 

1 594637.15 

it last 

Total Unitemized Contributions ($50 or less) 

1 5U6.96 


Sale of Politice! Materials (Unitemized) 1 


Total Contributions When Contributor Not Known 1 


1 TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PERIOD (to One 2 of Summary) 

1 3B97S2.il 


Page ** of ** 

SCf^ 































1970 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


jnaas Dtcradc any 

N ie of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Commitiee) 



UA 

IAccess* Fblitlcal Lo^je? 
905 16th St W 
tiashiigton, DC 20006 

Labor Cfcgpni ration 

i 

i 

1 

tm 

10/25 

Carpenter District Oourcll 

625 W 39th St 

Kras City, tt> 64U1 

Carpenters 

i 

i 

1 

m 

ws i 

12/17 

Vaugn Flora fir State Rep- 
resentative i 

4H ttxdlajn 
Tcoeka, KS 66607 

| Candidate Cbndttae ? 


X 

X 


moo 

130.00 

ICV25 

Ririeri fradaacks 
2395 Vallejo St 
SanFtarcisco, OS 9023 

Requested 

X 

13000.00 


i 


































1971 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


Daiparatic forty 


N ieof Candidate, Party Committee or Politicai Committee) 



u . jtal This Page 


73490-00 






























1972 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

.<£sas Pancratic ftcty 

N -»t of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Dm 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

? 

PAC Affliction 
on 

Occupation of tntfvfctoal j 
Ghrino Mora Than $150 

a 

A f pf °f 

CmN ChMfc 

lock | Amount of 

riots Box ! Cash, Chock. 

Lam OtfMrj LO$n Of 

! Othw Stoiot 

10/30 

Manta* Danxratic Rety 
Boot 802 “ 

Helm, MT 596% 

State ftety 

1 

1 

1 

X 

j 13000.00 

i ' . 

m3 

Jtun Allan Associates 
820Qoircy Ste 22CC 
Ibpda, 15 66612 



1 

1 

1 

moo 

10/25 

MimesotaEFL 
352 WtocUta St 
St. Bail, MJ 551Q1 

State Bsrty 

1 

1 

1 

1 

13000.00 

j 





























- of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 

























<o. 

iJKJX 

4ame dT Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


\ 

Date 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expendhure 

Amount 

/D-Jlit 

Kansas ^emccrahe Parhj 

P.0. 0c/ W'J 
~7t>Peka, Kansas hbfcC! 

^Ofi+nbu+ion 

45oo>ao, 


U.S PoS + 

5"00 tea ven worth 

Manhattan, Kansas leG&OJ- 

Postage -lor Roberf 
Uttreil Campaign 

//£<r.?V 



Subtotal This Page 


mszm 


Totai Itemized Expenditures This Period j 


Total Unitemized Expenditures of $50 or less 

~~ Q- 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 
THIS PERIOD (to Hne 4 of Summary) 















1975 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


Kreas Danxratk State Gjnnittfie 

jme of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Nam* and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 

Cheek { Amount of 

Appropriate Bex : Cash. Chack. 

Cm* Chack Loan Other • LOSO Or 

1 OHwtfecsiBI 

a/20 

Qallaay fir State fopjnsantntjve 
Box 21 

KS 66849 

Carpal gf) GssnLctee 

1 



j 400.00 

i 

i- 

i 

10/3- 

: 

Adams Danaadc ftcty 
1330 WGpitol 
Little fock, JR 72231 

State forty 

1 

1 



15000.00 

10/16 

Gaeay Parity DncocBts 
JUncticn City, KS 66441 

Gairty forty 

1 

1 



250.00 

mo j 

I 

s 

Kansas Political Acticn GCnrdttao 
715 W 10th 
Tcpeka, KS 66612 

j Riratpcs 

1 

! 


1 * 

1 ! 

| 



27 ! 

•■‘>5 j 

Hstvey Gouty Daraats j Gounty Gonnittee 

Bax 852 1 

Nwtcn, KS 67114 i 

i 


i ? 1 
! 
| 

B 

! moo 

; 4500.00 

1 

8/20 . j Senate Victory Bid 

9/24 I totlffll 

9/27 j -Dopete, IS 66600. 

10/2 ! 

Reccgpizad forty (broitteB 


B 

B 


5000.00 

5000.00 
1893.72 

1000.00 

3£V7 

10/15 

10/13 

Senate Victory Bid 
Bor 1811 

Tcpeka, KS 66601 

Rerpgtod forty GonaLttae 
(Far Services) 


B 

B 

! 

j 

s 

Services 9066.40 
Services 8100.00 
3033.16 

10/2 j 

j 

Denocratic Senatorial Canpedgp 
Garnattee 
BokIBU 

Tfcpeka, KS 66601 

Semte Dsnoasts 


B 

B 

B 

800.00 

XyiD | Riley Gopaty Dascxsts 

i Mrhattan, KS 66502 

County forty 


B 

mm 

8/1*' j Michael Qdesser j 

1 12700 fork Gmtcal Or Sfce 455 ! 

i Dallas, IX 75251 : 

Attorney 

wmm 




\ otal This Page 614533 

Page 3 of H 


ea noo >/) rVYW\ AO 



































1976 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


County Democratic Central Oomaitbee 

^ Of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


)att 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

mm 

■j 

Amount of 
Cmh. Check, 
Loan or 
Other Receipt 

>-96 

Cocking for 0. S. Senate 
125 S. Creetvay 
Wichita, KS 67218 



H 



125.00 

4-96 

Divine For Congress 
P.O. Box 3565 
Sblina, KS 67402-3565“ 



1 




>-96 

Kansans for Rathbun 
254 N. Crestvay 
Wichita, KS 67208 



1 



urri 

<-96 

Gerald Karr-State Senate 
1324 State 
Bnporia, KS 66801 



X 



125.00 

>-96 

Sawyer for Representative 
1116 Dayton 
Wichita, KS 67213 

i • 


i 

1 

! 



-96 . 

Teamsters Union No. 795 
4921 Cessna 
Wichita, KS 67210 

PA C 


1 



— 

26-96 

Sally Thompson tor U. S. Sa 

P.O. Bax 358 

Topeka, KS 66601-0358 

ate 

Political Campaign 


1 



PI 

>96 

Demo. Congressional Cawpaigt 
430 S. Capitol St. SB 
Washington, D.C. 20003 

. Conn. 

Campaign Conn. 


1 



5,000.00 

-02-96 

Kansas Environmental Energy 
800 SE Quincy 
Topeka, KS 66612 

Network PAC 
PAC_ 


H 



5,000.00 

>96'= 

Docking for U.S. Senate 
P.O. Box 306 
Wichita, KS 67201-0306 

■,-Mttlcal Campaign 


1 





atotal This Pape 12,725.00 


Page 


of 2 


l 
































1977 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

- nrwmfcv n MQcnttc Central Casnittca 

^ of Candidate, Party Committea or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 

FUIPOM 0 , ExpMltitUM 

Amount 

9-96 

L & T Investments 
720 North Main 
Hutchinson, KS 67501 



9-96 

Kansas State Fair 
Fairgrounds 
Hutchinson, K5 67502 

Tickets - Demo. State Fair Booth 

m 

-96 

Advertising Specialties 
606 “H. Main 
Hutchinson, KS 67503 


514.27 

3-96 

Owl Printing & Lithographing 
431 S. St. Francis 
Wichita, KS 67201 

Wade Garrett minting costs 

97-49 

3-96 

Kansas Coordinated Campaign Coen. 
P.0. Box 1914 
Topeka, KS 66601 

Electoral targeting data. Voter 
data base and software survey 
research-voter contact services Q 

m 

07-96 

Wade Garrett Campaign 
1408 west 24th 
Hutchinson, KS 67502 

Contribution 

g.sno.nn 

07-96 

Jennifer Vincent Caapaign 
3206 East 43rd 
Hutchinson, KS 67502 

Contribution 

m 

7-96 

Larry Tucker Campaign 
3901 Quivira Drive 
Hutchinson, KS 67502 

Contribution 

500.00 

07-96 

L & T Investments 
720 North Main 
Hutchinson, KS 67501 

I 

_ . , 

Bent-Democratic tteariquartana 

inft.nn _ 

7-96 

Bob Krehbiel Campaign 
P-O. Box 7 

Pretty Prairie, KS 67570 

i 

Contribution 

1,000.00 


Wtal This Page 9,741.69 
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1978 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


rgas Oanxaatic State Ganittee 

«ne of Candidate# Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

Name and Addrrn 
of Contributor 

USSS 

Check j Amount of 

Appropriate Sox Cash. Check. 

Ceeh Cheek Leen Oder 1 Loan Of 

1 OTw ftacaipt 

vio 

Catty ffawreryty 
917 mn 

VBri&eld, KS 67156 

County ftrrty 


H 

■ 


473X00 

2 

Kansas Pipeline Cfcecatixg Qzrpary 
8325 LetwaCt Sta 400 
Steam Missim, KS 66214 

Pipeline Gcnpsy 


1 

■ 


5000.00’ 

fl 5 

Saferfdc Canty DEraxate 
Beat 1736 . 

W5dita, 67201 

Canty ftrty 

1 

1 

■ 

■ 

i 4230.00 

m 

Osage Canty tooexats 
| 213 Chase 

! Buriirgpte, KS 66413 

Canty Party 

1 

I 

■ 

■ 

4750.00 

17 j Idaho Ctntrrarlc ftrty ! 

I Bnc445 

[ Boise, ID 83X11 j 

: 1 

State Party 

i 

i 

i 

■ 

■ 


/IS i South Caxilira CfemncTafic ftrty 

Bck 3965 

• Colmbta, SC 7*7*0 

State Batty 

t 

H 

15000.00 

i 

m i 

1 

1 

JJi United 
1(81 £ 13th St 
WLddta, KS 67214 

Ard! tacts | 

1 
1 

1 

1 

■ 

Hi 

m. j 

i 




X 


| 200.00 
j 

12 

i 

Tirt> ttnakb, Qiartesad 
Boot 728 

Hjitchirscn, KS 67504 

i 

Attorney 

1 

1 

■ 

| 1000.00 • 

y7 j Rare Gountv Dssrxats ] 

j Hjtchiiiaon, KS 675CQL j 

i i 

Canty Etety j 

v 1 

i 


x : ; 4300.00 

! i : 

i i • 


,jtal This Page 5S&30.00 
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1979 



A. Name of Committee SHADES C0Ur?7 v DrvOCRATir C^'irv.A 

Address 713 M.r rR£EXAH 

City and Zip Code TQPKK4, KS 6S616 C 


This is a (check one): 


_Party Committee 


Political Committee 


B. Check soli if appropriate: 


Amended Piling . 


^Termination Report 


C. Summary (covering the period from July 26, 1996 thru October 24, 1996) 


' 1 . Cash on hand at beginning of period -418,60 

2, Total Contributions and Other Receipts (Use Schedule A) 23,975,00 

' 3. Cash available this period (Add Lines 1 and 2) 23,556.40 

4. Total Expenditures and Other Disbursements (Use Schedule C) . . . . 13,182,61 

5. Cash on hand at close of period (Subtract-Une 4 from 3) 10,373,79 

6. In-Kind Contributions (Use Schedule B). . 

7. Other Transactions (Usa Schedule D) . . . 



KCGSC FORM 103 







9/16/96 


$ SOO.OO 


Vaughn Flora State SEp. Check 
431 SB Woodland 
Topeka, XS 66607 


9/19/96 

Democrat Action Committee Check 
431 SB Woodland 
Topeka, KS 66607 

* 9 25.00 

9/21/96 

Faye Wilson 
3320 SW 20th 
Topeka, KS 66604 

Check 

9 500.00 

9/23/96 

KS Envir . Energy Network 
8 00 SB Quincy 
Topeka, KS 66612 

Check 

PAC 

$5000.00 

9/30/96 

Democratic Congressional Check 
Campaign Committee 
Non Federal Account #1 
430 South Capitol Street SB 
Washington, DC 20003 

$5000.00 

10/01/96 

TCU-PEP 

3 Research Place 
Rockville, HD 20850 

Check 

$250.00 

10/1/96 

Joseph 6 Lucy Stein 

1607 SW College 
Topeka, KS 66604 

Check 

$ 25.00 

10/2/96 

Thomas Schwartz 
2910 S Topeka Blvd 
Topeka, KS 66611 

Check 

$200.00 

10/5/96 

William Bell 
931 Mac Vicar 
Topeka, KS 66606 

Check 

$ 75.00 


SUBTOTAL OP THIS PAGE 


011,575. in 



1981 


9/20/96 

Kim Brown 
Topeka, KS 

Graphic Design 

$ 155.41 

9/20/96 

ASA Research 
Topeka, KS 

Polling 

$400.00 

9/20/96 

Claude Lee 
6640 SW SKyiine 
Topeka, KS 66614 

Reimbursement 

Stamps 

$31.03 

9/20/96 

Econo Print 
6261 B Sw 9th 
Topeka, KS 66615 

Printing 

$296.16 

9/20/96 

Sherry McGowan 
P.O. 1436 
Topeka, KS 66601 

Reimbursement 

Picnic/Kinkos 

Copier 

$616.09 

9/20/96 

Handke Campaign 

Contribution 

$25.00 

9/20/96 

Deithcher Campaign 

Contribution 

$26.00 

9/20/96 

Sovanski Campaign 

Contribution 

$26.00 

9/20/96 

Kuether Campaign 

Contribution 

$25.00 

10/1/96 

Hamilton for District Attorney 

Contribution 

$50.00 

10/3/96 

Bill Wagnon Campaign 

Contribution 

$500.00 

10/3/96 

KSCoordinated 

Campaign 

Contribution 

$4600.00 

10/3/96 

Copy Center 
607 S.E. Quincy 
Topeka,KS 66603 

Printing 

$33.00 


SUBTOTAL OF THIS PARE ■ $ f? , S 5 1 . G 9 



1982 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

ggas Democratic- State Qnnittee 

*me of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Oats 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Givino More Then $150 

j Check Amount of 

1 Aooropriete Box ! Cash. Check. 

Caah Owe* Loan Ottar j Loan Of 

: Oth.rltoe.tot_ 

yis 

Kranar Xnfcerraticnal, lie, 
3*04575 

PfiLatee, UI 532)4 

Bulky 


X 


j 1000.00 

i 

70 

Western landscape, Inc, 
Box 128 

St. Bail, KS 66771 

Oonstnctim 

1 

1 

1 

1 

moo 

V4 

Golccado Darocratic ftety . 
770 Gcait St Ste 200 
Dsnrcr, CD 8C0Q3 

State Rarty 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1A990.00 : 

V7 | 

vio 

Shoree Canty Denocratic fturty 
Bck 1436 

Topeka, KS 66601 

Gouty Rarty 


B 

1 


4500.00 

3300.00 

YJ j Georgia Democratic Ifecty 

1 1100 Soring St Ste 42) 

j Adattk, G\ 30309 

State fcrty ! 

| 

i 

:: j ; x 13000.00 

! 1 

i 1 « 

! ! 

)/iO j Marshall Canty Democrats 

j terysville, K5 €6508 

i 

Gouty Rarty 



am 

>A6 | loiisiana Csitaoratdc ftcty 

i Booc 4385 

j Baton Rxge, 1A 70B21 

State fertv j 

i 

1 

i 

j j 15000.00 

i i 

1 i 

71 j Florida Democratic ftaty 

| 214 S aronou^i 
| Tallagfttsee, FL 32301 

State terty 

1 

i 

i 

■ 

'X | Nebraska Damcratic Party 

i 715 S 14th 
j Lincoln, PC 68508 

State Party j 

1 

1 

j ! x ! 14990.00 

j j. i 

*4 j Sheet Metal Votes local #2 LAC » Sheet Metal Workers i 

| 2932 Eke Blvd ! I I 

! Kansas Citv, PO 64129 ; ■ ! 

1 ! 1 i 

x ; 250.00 

j 


jtal This Page e94ao.QQ 


Of n 


Page 
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1983 


Itemized Category Report by Category 

7 /2C/96 Through 10/24/96 

10/25/96 P*9« 2 

)EMO-selected Accounts 

Date Acat Hub Description Maao Cs»»®ory Clr Aaount 


EXPENSES 

Cap>i9n 


9/30/96 

Awe. . 

1016 

Sedgwick Coun. . . 

voter list up.. 

, caapalgn 

-116.50- 

10/4/96 

Am, . 

1027 

KS Coordinate... 

Services 

Caapalgn 

-4,250.00 

10/11/96 

Am. . 

DIP 

Anita L. Guidry 

cash 

Caapalgn 

100.00 

10/21/96 

Am. . 

1C30 

Sedgwick Coun... 

Mail ballot 1.. 

. Caapalgn 

-70.46 

10/24/96 

Am. . 

. DIP 

Phillip M. Allen 


Caapalgn 

100.00 

0/10/96 

con. . 

. 2489 

Mobilising De... 

PO BOX 1914/T.. 

. caapalgn 

-50.00 

8/19/96 

Con. . 

. 2492 

Election Conn... 

510 N Main/67201 Caapalgn 

-76.40 

8/29/96 

Con. . 

. 2494 

Young Democrats 


caapalgn 

-100. OC 


Total Campaign -4,465.36 



Copier 
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1984 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS ANO OTHER RECEIPTS 


vas Dan a o cat i c State Qantttaa 

of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Nam* and Address 

of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OP 

Occupation of Individual 
(SMna Mort Than $150 

Check j Amount of 

Appropriate Box ! Cash, Check, 
CMtiOiMk um ovmt 1 Loan or 

1 Other Receipt 

/K3 

(tofay Cftrty 
917 Mn 

VUrfifiM, (6 67135 

Cbunty ftrty 



■ 

■ 

4750.00 

> 

Kansas Pipeline Cpastdng Gspery 
8325 Dr She 400 

Same tfssim, *5 66214 

Pipeline Gapery 



■ 

i 

3300.00 ‘ 

15 

S«^fck COtnty Dacaats 
Bat 1736.. ..tr* 

WkMta, 67203. 

County Btty 

I 


■ 

■ 

4250.00 

ID 

Osage Canty !>««»*« 
213 Chase 

Budingd*, KS 66413 

Gbuoly ftety 


i 

■ 

i 

! 

! 

4730.00 

.7 | Idaho Danocattic Arty 

Box 445 

j Boise, ID 83701 

1 State flKty 


i 

i 

i 15000.00 

18 South OEoIirB Donocratic Party 

j Bat 5965 

j rrOinhi> ) sc 29250 

State tety 


■ 

; isooo .00 

i 

'll I J.M. United 

1 1QU EUthSt 
| Wichita, K5 67214 

Architects 


i 

■ 


a ! 


Wxnm*s Oggatbatirn 


i 

■ 

1 

200.00 

2 

i 

Tiro Mxeldb, Chatterad 
Box 728 

(Uddnson, KS 67304 

Attend 


i 

■ 


1 1 Raa> Gouty Dnocracs j Gouty Rarty 

j Hifiddnscn, KS 67501 j 

1 i 


x 1 i 4300.00 

li; 

i i 


f tal This Page 


of_JL__ 


Page 3 





































1985 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


Ills County Democratic Central Committee 

of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Me 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 


Check 

Appropriate Bos 

Cm* Oim* Lma ONwr 

Amount of 
Ceafi, Check. 
Loan or 

JO-96 

Glenn Braun 

2709 Thunderbird Dr, 

Hays, KS 67601 

Lawyer 

1 




300.00 

-4-96 

Democratic Congress ion^ 
CBBDfiiaA 

430 S .Capitol S.B. 
Washington, D,C, 2000 

il 

National 

Congressional 

Campaign 


X 



5,000.00 

1-96 

Norbert 6 Jeanie 
Dreiling 

3006 Tan O'Shanter 
n»«- rc cicni 

Lawyer 


fl 



100.00 

-3-96 

Bob Glassman 
2702 Hillcreat 
Hays, KS 67601 

Lawyer 


fl 



100.00 

5-9 e 

Kansas Political 
Action Committee 
715 W. 10th 

KS. Political 
Action Comm, 


B 



5,000.00 


Robert Schmidt 
2902 Country Lane 
Bays, KS 67601 

Bussiness 

Owner 

| 




100.00 





B 








B 





totggrt This Pape 


Total Itemized Receipts lor Period 

■nrmrna 

Total Unitemized Contributions ($50 or less) 

1,319.49 

Sale of Political Materials (Untomized) interest EARNED 

8. 62 

Total Contributions When Contributor Not Known 

-0- 

1 il'iiHL -X ■■■■■■■■■ 

11,928.11 


Pbq*_ 2 of i 





































1986 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

Ellis County Democratic Central Oomadtttee 

lame of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Data 

Items and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 

— 

Amount 

10-8-96 

Jill Docking Campaign 
PO Box 306 

Wichita, KS 67201-0306 

Donation 


10-15-96 

Kansas Coordinating Caopaign 
PO Box 1914 
Topeka, KS 66601 

Donation 

4,500.00 

10-15-96 

Greg Schwartz 
3600 Hall Apt C. 
Hays, KS 67601 

Headquarters Employee 

300.00 

10-22-96 

Hays Medical Center 
2200 Canterbury 
Hays, KS 67601 

Pood/SuEplies 
Docking Breakfast 

400.00 

10-22-96 

Chef Harold Perett 
c/o Hays Medical Center 
2220 Canterbury 
I Hayc r ire 

Chef Services 
Docking Breakfast 

j 

15C.OO 


-f 










' 




' 


Subtotal This Page 5,550,00 


Total Itemized Expenditures This Period 

11,650.08 

Total Unitemized Expenditures of 450 or less 

488. 16_ 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 
THIS PERIOD Ito fine 4 of Summary) 

12,138.24 


Pane 4 of 4 

































1987 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


naw DsoDczBtdc State Qannittee 

ume of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Dsts 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affttation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Giving More Than 1150 


I Amount of 
] Cash. Check. 
5 Loan or 

! Other FUcciot 

*) 

tothst J-ferim tassel 
Box 9627 

Kansas City, M) 64134 

Rweeeuticals 


1 

1 

1 

j 250.00 

1 

U 

Buff for Representative 
321 Arch St 

laasencrth, KS 66068 

Ctepaigp GcmnLttee 


1 

1 

1 

‘ 30.00 

D 

1 laUiOT Sssudy 
580 tiblf SHanpM 
lenggadar, M\ Q 1106 

Beer Wholesaler 


1 

1 

1 

5000*00 

24 


Caipaiffl Oaraittea 

i 

i 

1 

1 

1 

175.00 

L 6 1 Kansas State UA.W. RC 1 

' i 500 Kirdelhergar Hd j 

v ' Kansas City, KS 66113 j 

i Ajtowcrters 

j 

1 x 

i x 
i * 

i 

1 

| 


^ -• i Jodi Scha±z 

j 200 E 78 th St Apt 15 D 
: Newtek, NT 10)21 

j AtfiDTOGy 

i 

X 



'IS r Black Deoxrat Caucus of Kansas 

‘ jLa»rarth,K 5 66008 

1 



x 


j 250.00 

! 

1 

<10 j 4 th District KFVDC 

511 V 7 th 
; Norton, KS 67114 

t 

Worm's Oqganizsticn 

1 

1 

1 

1 

350.00 

12 .. j Shoualtec fee Kane 

( 1615 Anes 
\\Sr£Md,YS 67156 

i 

Carqpaagn Oornnitttae 

1 

1 

1 

n 

n > I Ellis Gountv Darocrats j 

05 i Hays, KS 67601 ! 

i 

. i 

ana 


: 1S2ZLCQ. 


of_H 

3^4 


Page 






































SCHEDULE C: 

EXPENDITURES AND DISBURSEMENTS 


1989 





1990 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

area Camaatle State OnaittBC 

'-«me of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee)- 


Data 

Nam* and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Slvinc More Than $150 

Check | Amount of 

Approoriata Box ! Cash, Chock, 
cm creak Lan Oth*r j Loan or 

1 Other Receipt. 

V77 

Mid-teica^g. Systan, Ire. 

Mtedlfc St 
Salim, KS 674GEL 

Radio 

1 


H 

2000.00 

ns 

Elect Qds Steimga: 
51 S 64th 

Kama City, RS 66111 

fiwdHwft 

• 

1 

1 

1 

i 

800.00 

VB 

Dadd Stoner 
Llaellen ftric 
Grange, KJ 07052 

Attorney 

1 

1 

1 

i 

5000.00 

*21 

Kansas AEL-C3D OGEE Rxd 
2131 SW 36 th 
Tcpeka, KS 66601 

labor 

1 

I 

1 

■ 

2500.00 ’ 

no 

Doutlas GanCv Demcrats 

Box 63 i 

Least*, BS 660G4 

l 

Oanty Petty j 

I 

i 

1 

: : 4500.00 

! ! 

; 

n 

t 

Dsnxratic Undhecn Gib 
TOO SW Jackson 
Topeka, KS 66603 

MSB 

X i . ; 100.00 

i ! i 

i i 1 

ns 

Alabana Danggatic Party j 

290 21st St, N Ste 406 
Bicnir^flm, AL 35203 

State Ifecty ] 

i 

! 

i 

mm 

ns 

Plmfags local Ihion 8 BC 
8600 HUlcrest Ste 2 
Kansas City, K) 64136 

PImbers 

I 

i 

i 

H 

° i 

i 

i 

Total Qnxpt Gfc^hics 
4407 Ooudburst W 
Hictoty Hill, TO 38141 

Printirg Brokerage Firm j 

i 

X 1 
1 

! 

i • 10000.00 

? i 


17 J Williamson Oil <b., Ire. 

i Booc 807 

| Fort PsMTe, AL 35967 

5 Oil 

1 j 

! 

i i 


15000.00 

_ Jtal This Page 



'ttpqn.on 
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1991 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

Cporv^-A CWtocrorflc- G>n4-rol G>r>mr Bg.e. 
of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

■cSjHCSSiHnEiJ 


Amount of 
Cash. Chock. 
Loan or 

Ww»«* 

r 

(Uu masters 
lejtsk (W* <5^ 
fc«rf'ii'V<L£L»r>e i tS 

/ 

1 

X 



IIS. 00 

Vs 

tx«- 


1 

X 



5,ooo . co 


t KjLX 

\(ar -foo<4- ^ J 

' \)6lvyrteer.s ^ 

1 

X 



8 5.^8 












1 








1 












i 




1 






btotal This Page ^ 


ompJtts 

Total Itemized Receipts for Period 


If Iwt 

Total Unitemized Contributions ($50 or less) 


P«0* of 

Sale of Political Materials (Unitemized) 


iduU 

Total Contributions When Contributor Not Known 



TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PERIOD (to line 2 of Summary) 

1 T5.3»06 .°i% 


Page 1 of t 


















1992 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

G *ytk^ Qpmni-rqfrlc. Qudc&J Cr)yww>l-H~g.-<- 
» of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expcndftura 

Amount 


Sofislckcr? CXfOoBrx-* 

1 0 1# £•• 

&orl »n<wrr\e WWHl b 

Sfcvn ps 

\<k.zo 

Y(V 

in "Topeka. Awe- 
London ,CS b>t*aiC 

f«por+S 

an.n 

% 

VVVson'/c- Lodc^c- 4f 
6or|V>e^iwve. 1 ICS‘ WbVT3 

ferrV for BolfcL'n^ 
*f©r mee+*n <l 

SS-OO 

% 

^JCrG-Afen iCLv/er* r\ 
ScjTO.rC^rv i tS 

Lunch -for Literature 
cirtJ'O XJobm+eCr-^ 

aa-oo 

*5% 

e,vi«»»£.u^«s 

0)oeM«mo> 

U,i\ch -ft"- UV+w^w^. 
drop \jolov>+ec^s 

Ha .ac 

Vk, 

Lyndon S+ecfe Cx^t 
GyrwJ<J>\ *CS life 

Cfvedbs 

iq.is" 

% 

ICSGoord'.n^ 
P.o. ibex W*< 

~Too€£jcl_ . iCs 

rpvdr-'.boVton 4o 
C « j yw^H~+g— 

Hlsaoo 

*i<\ 

■SflWMI SnHHi 

6a-s* -fi**' L1+ Onrpj 

Sus. <3<i 

6 At_ 

fclosfc-Ws O’. I 

CMc^- C'rivy JtS UW “b?S 

C£s -for \|olun.+eer- 

ic. oc 


Scnir'tOr' ' \<K*&r r* 
ScnDkrcbQV\ k Vis UGSbl 

Lunch -for LVWxrtur-e 
Drop >lokiK^eert 

I 10-00 


Subtotal This Paoe 


Total Itemized Expenditures This Period 

E^|B5| 

Total Unitemized Expenditures of $50 or less 


TOTAL EXPENDITURES & OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 
THIS PBVOD (to Km 4 of Stmwmrv) 

50% HOI 


**»«• j O* ( 










































1993 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


vb Dmotic 

me of Candidate. Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Oat* 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affliction 
OR 

Occupation of Mvidual 
0*ino Mors ThanJISO 

/ 

Cm* 

Chock j • Amount of 

Lpproprlata Box i Cash. Chock. 
iOmo Ua* o*mt • Lean or 

no 

Oidy Qxnty DapoatB 
917 Mdn 

(OsCUd, 15 67135 

Quay RKty 





4730.00 

» 

Karas Pipeline Qpaadns Gta^sv 
8325 lama ft: Sta 400 
Shewne MLssim, IS 66214 

Pipeline Qm*y 





3300.00 

15 

Saderick 
BokT736 . 
Ufchita, 67201 

County fccty 





4230.00 

10 j 

Osne Qxnty Denocrats 
213 Chase 

Budirpne, KS 66413 

Qxnty Arty 


1 



.7 j Idaho Cemrzadc ftcty j 

j Boc 445 

; Boise, ID 83X9. j 

f 1 

State Arty 

| 

■ 


H 

18 | South Online DnKzatic ftrty 

! Bac 5965 

I GoluUa, SO 29W) 

State Arty 

' 


■ 

13000.00 

i 

* i 
1 

JAlindcei 
1011 E 13th St 
Wichita, KS 67214 

Architects 


1 

1 

91 

7L j 

! 

S«&dck Canty feteatad Uam's 
Dmocratdc 
Wichita, KS 67202 

Women's Qtyniedcn 


1 

1 


2 j Tiro ttnaldo, Qnteed 

1 Bac 725 

| Hibchinsan, KS 67504 

Attorney 


1 

1 

H 

7 j Reno County Daaxrats 

! Kedrinon, KS 67301 

I 

Qxnty Arty | 

• 


mam 


tal This Page 56430.00 


of * 


PaQe 5 




































1994 


CM.MIC SUtlNIM tOUIP. si« 221 2*47 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECBPTS 


mm of CsmMm, Pony CoramMat or PoHtioot Commltcoo) 



Nm»«NAMmi 

MCAIMMon 

OR 

n 

Chock 

Bm 

Atm wot off 
Co*. Chock. 


off Contributor 

Qom^Ulm (nd^Muol 

G 

a 

Um 


Loon or 

>'/?/?/» 

■C < *.*c« * 


1 

■ 



/0. <9 & 


BEfijHI 



i 







B 

■ 



//* <*/5 


''Hxtxy 



■ 



•* / /“ 


rNRBR 


i 

■ 



■ 


1 



B 


; 








i 

i 

//; •-* 

fr? 

m 

1 


1 



HI 

to!? 


BUS 


1 



■1 

■ 


■■1 


1 


i 

3/? /»<> 


\MnommMPw 


Pane / of— 1 


10/28/96 10:05 


TX/RX NO. 3068 


P.001 

















1995 


tOOJ woe 'ON XH/Xi 6S : 0t 96/81/01 


SCHEDULE C 

expenditures and other disbursements 


(Nam* of Candidate. Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Dctt 

ivhw ni wuuipi 

Pemmeef bpendMui* 

Amount 

0* 


/Uiiif -n»y»VM 



■ 

1 

. v /Mr s'**/ *•<***/ 
•<*( /a4/ 

t /<5 I 

/a /, /(f 



/A at * /» - > > 

*/~f$ 0-co 

m 


\ i ^ < /* J yjU< el/ 

« jt .1 / * fi * n . * » < . a : A : e./ 

a.',- * »*V ?; i 

Zl-3i* 

B 

HI 

J<**t** wficit 

|HB 

m 


jgggam 

£ Ilf r. l< l\ *f ) v * 

/T.f° 








-- 










ISubwwl TWO Pape <7 


f J» *•{ O* 

Pao> • 2 of 




see »vs 'dines ssmitnc sikvwd 




















1996 


dWttUULtH 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


irsas Dmccrabc State Qmnittaa 

ame of Candidate. Party Committee or Poiitica! Committee) 


Data 

Nmim and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Mwidual 

Chock 

Aoorooriata Bex 

CMbChm Um (Mm 

i Amount of 
j Cash. Chaek. 
Loan or 

yio 

Ood^ Quay Dnocaes 
917 Man 

Winfield, KS 67135 

County ftrty 

1 

i 

1 

i 

4730.00 

7 

Km Fipelini (feutfcg Osj*y 
8325 Laws Et See 4C0 
StamMssuo, JS 6G21A 

PlprilreOaqpery 


i 

1 

■ 

5000.00 

AS 

Qmy Dpxats 

Bek T736:.^- 
Wichita, 673Q1 

County ftrty 


i 

1 

i 

4230.00 

AD 

Pane forty Danxiets 
213 Owe 

Budingpn, KS 66613 

Gbunty ftety 


i 

1 

i 

4750.00 

17 

i Iteho Censaatic ftrty 
Bex 465 

!' Boise, ID 83701 

j State ftety 

! 

i I 

1 x i 
! i 

j * | 13000.00 

I ' 

i 

-18 j 

South Carolina Dmocratic ftety 
Bat 3965 

(nil trhA»j $Z 29250 

State Tfcrty 


■ 

i 



JA tinted 
1041 E 13th St 
Wichita, KS 6721A 

Architects 


■ 

■ 

j 

i 

1 

t 

2000.00 

nx 

Setykk Qa»y ftdecated {ban's 
Wkhlta, RS 672G2 

WbBBi*5 Qqgpnfoadbcn 


■ 

i 

1 

300.00 - 

2 

Tino ffcnaldo, Qacterad 
Bex 728 

Hfiehtaaen, KS \6750i 

Attorn^ 


■ 

■ 

j 1000.00 : 

7 j Rsd County Dsnocrats ! Gbrnty ftrty | 

I ttrcttrem, KS 67S0L ! 

i ! ! 


HI 


iral This Page 5&aQm 


of * •— 


Page 5 








































1997 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 



.me of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 





















1998 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

Jame of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 

Purpose of Expenditure 
or Disbursement 

Amount 


(s^u 


n 

p 

it 

Q~~o 

$.0^ 

!S>~ 

% 


£pMfr»*0 


\ 

v ® 736jJ~— . 

‘V'd-C-Q, 

3? 3r 



o*Jr Wr*. &ct,um*4 

^lAl Orc.fi.-^^eri 
^ 1 

ysao 1 ^ 


Pa^r*^y 
PaA'X v»7 . 

*r , 

HE 

'W 

Kl ^f5JL 1 sSBK£|||H| 




V 








ubtotal This Page 


Total Itemized Expenditures This Period 

KEEEI£| 

Total Unitemized Expenditures of $50 or less 

//• 7t_ 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES & OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 
THIS PERIOD (to line 4 of Summary) 





Page 


/ of / 



















1999 


schedule a 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

nsas Damaatfr ***** fHBttr 

^ne of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 

1 Chock i Amount of 

l Aoorooriata Box ! Cash. Chtck. 

1 c«hChMk lma osmt; Loan or 

1 ' Other Receipt 

/4 

Maine Denoasdc ftrty 
12 Spruce St 
Mjqb ta, ME 04332 

State Rnty 



u 

15300.00 

/15 

\w >)((< 1 t 

Ganty Party 



1 


45X.X 

fl 8 

Laesce O'Bcian 
1350 Eye St dpt 690 
Wasfcirgtcn, X 20005 

Attorn^ 



1 

1 

1000.00 

II 

W.W. O'&yaon & Go. , line. 
Box 100 

Haler, KS 66746 



X 



100.00 

*5 \ Owen fee District Attccney 

i 320 Stoctede 
j lArsre, K5 66049 

Carpaigp Qnnittee 

■ 

■a 

t 1 P.A.C.E. Ehgineering) lie* 

i 15 E 5th St Ste 1921 
Tulsa, CK 74103 

Engineering Firm 

1 

■ 

1500.X 

7 - ; Parrish MaraganEnt Gxpccatim 1 Property hferagerent 

700 SW Jackscn Ste 200 ! 

j Tcpeka, KS 66603 j 

l 

■ 

l 

250.00 

7 i First Rile Properties 

1 Bex 5318 
Tcpeka, KS 66605 

! 

Peal Estate DeyelcpiEnt 

l 

1 

1 

l 

500.X 

7 j E-bpth & Jackson Investment Group 

j Box 5318 
j Topeka, KS 66605 

Peal Estate Develconent 

j 

i 

j 

X 





; DL Leasing 
j Box 5318 

i Leesing 1 

i j 

■ 

* i i 

| 250.X 

• Topeka, K5 66605 

j | 

i | 

■ 

m 

i 


^ ital This Page 


23600.00 


Page 


of 


6 


II 





























2000 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


COHMIT DEMOCRATIC CgTRAL CQMKITTKK 

te of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Nama and Address 

of Contributor 

PAC Affiliation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Ghrihfl More Than #150 

Check 

Appropriate Box 

Amount of 
Cash. Check. 

Loan or 
Other Receipt 

CmH ChMk Loan OVwr 

•4-96 

I^HB 

L 





f50oo.oo 

•8-96 

Raymond J. Ring 

1585 Hwy. 9 

Frankfort ,K a • 66427 

Farmer- -Retired 
































• 



















1 




btotal This Page tsioo.oo 


Total Itemized Receipts for Period 


Total Unitemized Contributions ($50 or less) 

*20.00 

Sale of Political Materials (Unitemized) 


Total Contributions When Contributor Not Known 


irmirr? 1 1 1 1 g i i —— 

>9120.00 


PaQe J 


of 
















2001 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 


IRSItAU. COOTTT DBMOCRATIC CEMTRAL COHMTTTgR 

fame of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committaal 


Dm 

a t JJ 

nmin ana mmtvsi 

Purpott of Exptndtair* 

ar fNsbiiffMiiMfit 

Amount 

10-9-96 

Kumi Coordinated Cuptlgn 
Attn* Ton Bitll 
P.O.Box 1914 
f9D#lMto *»• 66601 

c 

Donation 

♦4750.00 















i 



















iubtotal Thja Pago 


mssum 


Total Itemized Expafitliturat Thla Period 


Total Unltemized Expendlturaa of >80 or teat 


TOTAL EXPENDITURES & OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

ia&PE"OP (R» ■nyJLSf.ftl"l"»»rl 


8b750.00 
*>-28 


♦4759.28 


Page 


of 

















2002 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


anaaa Democratic SttferOgUMM 

ajrne of Candidata, Party Committea or Political Committee) 


Oats 

Name and Address 

Of Contributor 


a 

/Sees 

Cm* CfcMk 

ii: ik #,• ' ^ 

w 

Kona: IrUrnational, line* 
Bek 04576 

MUsa&se, VI 53004 

Bouxfey 

1 



l 1000.00 

: 

i 


Westsn landscape, fc. 
Bqdc128 

St, EkiLy KS 66771 

OonstriEticn 

1 



i 

300.00 

V4 

Cbtotb Dnocratk Arty 
770 Goat St Ste 200 
Dewar, 00 80003 

State ftety 

1 

1 


i 

14990.00 

V7 

wo 

Shanae Goaty Daccntic tety 
Boot 1436 

66601 

Gouty Rrty 

1 

D 

■ 

i 4500.00 

; 3500.00 

y? i 
! 

i 

Georgia Drarratic Party 
HOP Spring St Ste 420 
Atlanta, G\ 30309 

State Party ! 

i 

| 

■i 

VlD j MasftaH Oatrty Denoocats 

| feysviUa, KS 66506 

i 

Gouty Party 

1 

1 

B 

V16 i LouLsin CuaiHc ftrty 

i Bac 4385 

j 706a 

Stata Party * 

1 

H 

pa 

H 7 | Florida Dnocatfc ftrty 

j 214 5 Btxrcuch 
; TaUagessee, FL 32301 

State ftety 

1 

1 

■ 

'30 

J 

Hetaasta Dncoatic ftrty 
715 514th 
Lincoln, Ml 68508 

State tarty 

1 

1 

i 

HD 

4 ; Shast Mscal Watters local fl UC\ Sheet Metal Vetters • • 

2902 Blue Kkfee Bfod ! ! j 

j Kansas City, K) 64129 j * j 

x ! 250.00 

i 

! 


3ta> This Page 8X80.CD 


of 21 


Page l 


POP 




































2003 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


V./STT' tufisfj, c /.V f . 

,i 0 of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 

PAC Affliction 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
OMno More Than $150 

mEsmm 

Amount of 
Casft, Chock, 
Loan or 
Other fiacrtPt 

>cT 

r co *6/tn~J 
yvj>* 4- C0/i/>A/6 fi 
c^MM/rr/i 

^AftTU V/ forx>, 



B 



m 


























































btotal This Page S^oo». * 


nnyliti 

Total Itemized Receipts for Period 

T.c/^c. r c i 

If last 

Total Unitemized Contributions <$50 or less) 

KXSfKSHi 

PSQtef 

Sale of Political Materials (Unitemized) 


•sduls 

Total Contributions When Contributor Not Known 



TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PERIOD (to line 2 of Summary) 

rmsBBm 


Page ( of 












2004 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 



Page 

















2005 


SCHEDULE A 

contributions AND OTHER RECEIPTS 


fangs Dggcatic State Oagrittge _ 

jme of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Address 
of Contributor 


Check Amount of 

Aoorooriate Box ! Cash. Check. 
Cm* Owck Um O+m Loan Of 

! Other Receiot 

a/20 

OiTli«y toe Staa B^rwntattve 
Bck 21 

Ctd#it, KS 66869 

rp iprigp Oamittso 


l 



400.00 

10/3 

Adams Democratic Party 
1300 W Capitol 
little Sk^AR 72201 

State Party 


l 


i 

15000.00 

ms 

Geary Qaxtfy Danxzats 
JLrctlxn City, KS 66441 

Canty Party 


l 


1 

230.00 

HMD 

Karoas Iblidcal Acdcn Onolttee 
715 W 10* 

Topeka, K5 66612 

Mrjeiw 


l 

i 

; 

1750.00 • 

Z7 i 

•*>5 \ i 

i 

Hsvey Gxnty Domaats j Gbmty Qnmittee 

Bck 852 1 

Newton, KS 67114 


fl 

110.00 

4300.00 

a/20 I Senate Victory Rnd 

9/24 j Bok 1811 

9/27 • Topeka, K5 66601 

102 ! 

Raccgniacd ftcty Gamattae 


H 

1 

■a 

W7 

1C/15 

10/18 

Senate Victory Rid 
Bok 1811 

Topeka, KS 66601 

RecqptLzad ftarty Camittae 
(Rr Services) 


i 

i 

i Services 9666.40 . 
j Services 8100.00 : 
! 3033.16 : 

S 

102 | 
i 

Dgitxxatic Senatorial Canpaigp 
Garni ttee 
Bok 1811 

Topeka, KS 66601 

Senate Deicctats 


X 



10/10 1 Riley Copay Dnsccats 

; J'ferhattan, KS 66502 

Canty Party 

i 

1 

i 

j 4300.00 : 

a/14 ! Michael Qciesser 

! 1270D terk Central O Sta 455 
1 Celias, IX 75251 

Attorney 


x ! i 250.00 

! • 

i i 


» Jtal This Page 61453.28 


of U 


Page 3 

































2006 


SCHEDULE A 

CONTRIBUTIONS AND OTHER RECEIPTS 

it.: O.emrtAL m i rrg g 

^ie of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 

Name and Addrass 
of Contributor 

PAC AffHation 
OR 

Occupation of Individual 
Giving More Than $150 

Chack 

Appropriate Box 

Cwh Ctwck Loan Other 

Amount of 
Cash, Chack, 
Loan or 
OttWf B»c«im 

V% 

De*»c(Mrtc i~ 

*tio 5 O+fii+tt- 
U)/kMr&&Tc6 f t>(t Jtooo 3 

K)fruc»* c X>£m.cC(*fic 
?<KQT* 































































rtotal This Page S'GCg.OO 



Total Itemized Receipts for Period 

cm 

KlMt 

Total Unitemized Contributions ($50 or less) 


•a* of 

Sale of Political Materials (Unitemized) 


shodulo 

Total Contributions When Contributor Not Known 



TOTAL RECEIPTS THIS PERIOD (to flne 2 of Summary) 

SCGO-GO 


Page 


Li of/ 














2007 


SCHEDULE C 

EXPENDITURES AND OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 

Or.-. 'D^nw.otlfl ~f t<L 0(~H\ t£H L g* 

.jame of Candidate, Party Committee or Political Committee) 


Date 


Name and Address 


Purpose of Expenditure 


Amount 



‘^uSAit^MceturM Vierv 

P.O.Bcxtl't 


or Disbursement 

EbuAT/o O TO C YA TE 

faery 


^SOO-Ool 


Subtotal This Page 


Complete if 


Total Itemized Expenditures This Period 


Total Unitemized Expenditures of $50 or less 


TOTAL EXPENDITURES & OTHER DISBURSEMENTS 
THIS PERIOD (to line 4 of Summary) 


iXg'CC.OQ 


4 Soa- °o\ 


Page 



MINORITY VIEWS OF HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN, HON. TOM 
LANTOS, HON. MAJOR R. OWENS, HON. EDOLPHUS 
TOWNS, HON. PAUL E. KANJORSKI, HON. CAROLYN B. 
MALONEY, HON. ELEANOR HOLMES NORTON, HON. 
CHAKA FATTAH, HON. ELIJAH E. CUMMINGS, HON. DEN- 
NIS J. KUCINICH, HON. ROD R. BLAGOJEVICH, HON. 
DANNY K. DAVIS, HON. JOHN F. TIERNEY, HON. JIM 
TURNER, HON. HAROLD E. FORD, Jr., AND HON. JANICE 
D. SCHAKOWSKY 

Over the past 4 years, Representative Dan Burton has waged a 
vendetta against the Attorney General of the United States. Mr. 
Burton has accused Attorney General Janet Reno of “deceit” 1 and 
“corruption.” 2 He has called her the President’s “chief blocker.” 3 
He has charged that the Attorney General “eroded the people’s re- 
spect for the Department of Justice” 4 and established a ‘legacy” of 
“incompetence and partisan zeal.” 5 He has said that the Attorney 
General has brought the Justice Department to “shame and disre- 
pute” 6 and has made a “mockery of justice.” 7 He also has stated, 
“When you ask me, do I trust her, I certainly do not.” 8 
In August 1998, Mr. Burton and the other Members of the major- 
ity even voted to hold the Attorney General in contempt of Con- 
gress. 

There is a fundamental problem with Mr. Burton’s accusations 
against the Attorney General: they have no basis in fact. Over the 
course of the committee’s investigation, the committee has heard 
testimony from a dozen Justice Department lawyers and FBI offi- 
cials who have worked with Attorney General Reno. Several of 
these individuals, including FBI Director Louis J. Freeh and former 
Campaign Finance Task Force head Charles G. La Bella, have 
strongly disagreed with some of the Attorney General’s judgments. 
But not one witness has said that the Attorney General is deceitful, 
corrupt, or partisan. 

Rather, witness after witness has testified — under oath — to the 
Attorney General’s integrity. As Director Freeh testified, “I have 
stated many times my respect for Attorney General Reno. In the 


1 Fox, “Fox Special Report with Brit Hume” (Mar. 14, 2000). 

2 Testimony of Representative Dan Burton, House Committee on Rules, Subcommittee on 
Rules and Organization of the House (July 15, 1999) (available at www.house.gov/reform/over- 
sight/99 — 07 — 15db-rule8.htm). 

3 Fox, “The Edge with Paula Zahn” (Mar. 14, 2000). 

4 Testimony of Representative Dan Burton, House Committee on Rules, Subcommittee on 
Rules and Organization of the House (July 15, 1999) (available at www.house.gov/reform/over- 
sight/99 — 07 — 15db-rules.htm). 

6 Id. 

6 Id. 

7 NBC, “Meet the Press” (June 11, 2000). 

8 NBC, “Meet the Press” (Aug. 29, 1999). 
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4Vi years we have worked together, I have seen her bring nothing 
but integrity and honesty to the table.” 9 

The majority’s main complaint about the Attorney General boils 
down to a dispute over conflicting interpretations of the inde- 
pendent counsel statute. The majority believes that the Attorney 
General was required to appoint an independent counsel to exam- 
ine campaign finance matters. The Attorney General reached a dif- 
ferent conclusion. This type of disagreement over interpreting the 
law is not unusual. Unfortunately, Mr. Burton seems to take the 
position that disagreeing with his opinion is evidence of "bad faith” 
and “corruption.” 

It is the height of irony that the majority pronounces judgments 
on the handling of the campaign finance investigation by the De- 
partment of Justice given the widespread criticism this committee 
has received for misconduct in its own campaign finance investiga- 
tion. The committee’s campaign finance investigation has been re- 
ferred to as a “case study in how not to do a congressional inves- 
tigation and as a prime example of investigation as farce,” 10 a 
“parody of a reputable investigation,” 11 and “its own cartoon, a 
joke, and a deserved embarrassment.” 12 

Three years ago, the chief counsel of the committee quit and told 
Mr. Burton that he had “been unable to implement the standards 
of professional conduct I have been accustomed to at the U.S. At- 
torney's office.” 13 Two years ago, when Mr. Burton released doc- 
tored transcripts of former Associate Attorney General Webster 
Hubbell’s phone conversations, one Republican investigator was 
quoted saying, “I’m ashamed to be part of something that’s so un- 
professional.” 14 Over the course of the investigation, the majority 
has gone through four chief counsels and at least three different 
chief investigators. One former senior Republican investigator said, 
“Ninety percent of the staff doesn’t have a clue as to how to con- 
duct an investigation.” 15 

This committee is in no position to criticize the Attorney Gen- 
eral — and the majority’s report reflects this fact. As will be dis- 
cussed below, the report is based on unfounded allegations and im- 
properly injects the committee into prosecutorial decisions. The re- 
port is also highly partisan. 

I. Unfounded Allegations Regarding Attorney General Reno 
and the Justice Department 

Over the last 6 years, the majority has made a series of false al- 
legations of wrongdoing by the Clinton administration. These alle- 
gations have included accusations that Deputy White House Coun- 
sel Vince Foster was murdered as part of a coverup of the White- 


9 Testimony of FBI Director Louis Freeh, House Committee on Government Reform, hearings 
on “The Current Implementation of the Independent Counsel Act,” 105th Cong., 1st sess., 1128 
(Dec. 9-10, 1997) (H. Rept. 105-89). 

10 “House Probe of Campaign Fund-Raising Uncovers Little, Piles Up Partisan 111 Will,” Los 
Angeles Times (May 2, 1998) (quoting Norman Omstein, a congressional expert at the American 
Enterprise Institute). This article and other news stories are attached as exhibit 1. 

11 “A House Investigation Travesty,” New York Times (Apr. 12, 1997). This editorial is at- 
tached with other editorials and commentaries as exhibit 2. 

12 “Mr. Burton Should Step Aside,” Washington Post (Mar. 20, 1997). 

13 Letter from John P. Rowley HI to Representative Dan Burton (July 1, 1997). 

14 “Burton Tape Fiasco Pitted Panel’s Rros Vs. Pols,” the Hill (May 13, 1998). 

15 Id. 
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water land deal; that the White House intentionally maintained an 
“enemies list” of sensitive FBI files; that the IRS targeted the 
President’s enemies for tax audits; that the White House may have 
been involved in “selling or giving information to the Chinese in ex- 
change for political contributions”; that the White House “altered” 
videotapes of White House coffees to conceal wrongdoing; that the 
Clinton administration sold burial plots in Arlington National Cem- 
etery; and that problems with the White House e-mail archiving 
system are “the most significant obstruction of Congressional inves- 
tigations in U.S. history’ and “reach much further” than Water- 
gate. 

As documented in a staff report recently released by Representa- 
tive Henry A. Waxman, these allegations have proven to be unsub- 
stantiated. 16 According to A1 Hunt of the Wall Street Journal, “the 
accusations have a common denominator: They are blatantly 
false.” 17 

Attorney General Janet Reno and the Department of Justice 
have been frequent targets of these false allegations. Further, in its 
efforts to suggest wrongdoing on the part of the Justice Depart- 
ment, the majority has unfairly smeared numerous individuals 
along the way. The major allegations that have been leveled 
against the Department and others over the last few years and in 
the majoritys report — and the actual facts as established in the 
record before the committee — are described below. 

• Allegation: Attorney General Reno has been “ blatantly protecting 
the President, the Vice President and their party from the outset 
of this scandal ” 18 and “ the record clearly shows that this Justice 
Department has bent over backwards to avoid investigating the 
President, the Vice President and other senior White House offi- 
cials ” 19 It is “evident to anyone who’s been closely involved in 
this that she’s blocking for the president .” 20 It is “hard to escape 
the conclusion that the Attorney General has acted politically to 
benefit the President, the Vice President, and her own political 
party .” 21 

The Facts: Mr. Burton’s allegations have been repeatedly refuted 
by sworn statements before this committee and other committees 
from, among others, FBI Director Louis Freeh and Charles La 
Bella, the former head of the Campaign Finance Task Force. Al- 
though Mr. Freeh and Mr. La Bella disagreed with Attorney Gen- 
eral Reno’s decision regarding appointing an independent counsel 
for campaign finance issues, they repeatedly affirmed their belief 
in the Attorney General's integrity and denied that she acted to 
protect the President or others or to impede their investigation. 


16 Minority Staff Report, “Unsubstantiated Allegations of Wrongdoing Involving the Clinton 
Administration” (October 2000) (attached as exhibit 3). 

17 “Congress Forfeits Its Role,” Wall Street Journal (Sept. 21, 2000). 

18 Press release, House Committee on Government Reform (May 19, 2000). 

19 Statement of Representative Dan Burton, House Committee on Government Reform, “Has 
the Department of Justice Given Preferential Treatment to the President and Vice President? ,” 
106th Cong., 6 (July 20, 2000) (stenographic record) (hereinafter “July 20 hearing”). 

20 Representative Dan Burton appearing on Fox, “Hannity & Colmes” (Aug. 3, 1999). 

21 House Committee on Government Reform, majority report entitled, “Janet Reno’s Steward- 
ship of the Justice Department: A Failure to Serve the Ends of Justice,” i (hereinafter “majority 
report”). 
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For example, Mr. La Bella stated, “My perception is [the Attor- 
ney General] made no decisions to protect anyone.” 22 He also said: 

The Attorney General and the Deputy Attorney General 
have fully supported the Task Force, and I have every con- 
fidence in the way they are handling the matter. They are 
committed to a vigorous investigation and prosecution of 
all campaign finance matters and have told me to pursue 
the evidence wherever it leads. That is what I have done 
and what I expect the Task Force to continue to do. 23 

• According to Mr. La Bella, “when you jump to the conclusion that 
this is corruption, I think you’re making an incredible leap.” 24 

Similarly, Mr. Freeh stated: 

I have tremendous respect for our Attorney General. . . . 

I do not believe for one moment that any of her decisions, 
but particularly her decisions in this matter, have been 
motivated by anything other than the facts and the law 
which she is obligated to follow. If I thought anything dif- 
ferently, I would not be sitting here today as the FBI Di- 
rector. I think in all of the matters that I have dealt with 
her, and this is over 5 years, you get to know a person 
pretty well. She has always brought honesty and integrity 
to the table. 25 

Mr. Freeh’s and Mr. La Bella’s views about the Attorney General 
have been echoed by other senior FBI and Justice Department offi- 
cials appearing before our committee. William J. Esposito, former 
Deputy FBI Director, testified, “My dealings with the Attorney 
General [were] quite extensive, especially in my last year in the 
FBI. I found her to be a person of high integrity, a person who 
would do the right thing.” 26 He further stated that “in all matters 
that I’ve dealt with her on, she acted very even-handedly.” 27 Neil 
Gallagher, Assistant FBI Director for Terrorism, stated, “I have the 
highest respect for the Attorney General. I have dealt with her on 
many issues, and I have no reason to question her at all.” 28 And 
Robert Conrad, a career prosecutor who has been chief of the Cam- 
paign Finance Task Force since January 2000, told our committee 
that “my experience has been that I have had a fair hearing from 
her on issues that I have brought before her and my expectation 
would be that I would have a fair hearing on any recommendations 
in the future.” 29 

In total, the committee heard testimony from 12 senior Justice 
Department lawyers and FBI officials who worked with the Attor- 


22 Testimony of Charles La Bella, Senate Committee on the Judiciary Subcommittee on Ad- 
ministrative Oversight and the Courts, “Hearing on 1996 Campaign Finance Irregularities” 
(May 2, 2000). 

23 Statement of Charles La Bella (May 3, 1998). 

24 Fox, “Hannity & Colmes” (Mar. 13, 2000). 

^Testimony of Louis J. Freeh, House Committee on Government Reform, hearing on “The 
Need for an Independent Counsel in the Campaign Finance Investigation,” 105th Cong., 71 
(Aug. 4, 1998) (hereinafter “August 4 hearing”). 

26 Testimony of William J. Esposito, House Committee on Government Reform, “The Justice 
Department’s Implementation of the Independent Counsel Act,” 106th Cong., 73-74 (June 6, 
2000) (stenographic record) (hereinafter “June 6 hearing”). 

27 Testimony of William J. Esposito, June 6 hearing at 80. 

28 Testimony of Neil Gallagher, June 6 hearing at 129. 

29 Testimony of Robert J. Conrad, July 20 hearing at 55. 
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ney General on the campaign finance investigation and other mat- 
ters. 30 Although several of these witnesses disagreed with the At- 
torney General’s judgment, not one witness questioned her motives 
or integrity. 




Allegation: The Attorney General misapplied the independent 
counsel statute to protect the White House. “ Janet Reno has de- 
fied the spirit and the letter of the independent counsel statute 
. . . Her investigation has become a sham ,” 31 and “the Attorney 
General placed politics over impartial enforcement of the 
laws .” 32 . Reno engaged in a creative analysis of the law in what 
appeared to be an effort to avoid the implementation of the Inde- 


pendent Counsel Act .” 33 “The Attorney General was able to avoid 
the appointment of an independent counsel through a disregard 
of the law and a narrow view of the evidence .” 34 


The Facts: Attorney General Reno has appointed more inde- 
pendent counsels than any of her predecessors. Since enactment of 
the independent counsel statute in 1978, 20 independent counsels 
have been appointed. Seven of those appointments were made at 
the request of Attorney General Reno. 35 

Representative Burton relies on memos written by Mr. Freeh and 
Mr. La Bella as evidence that the Attorney General misapplied the 
Independent Counsel Act. These memos recommended the appoint- 
ment of an independent counsel. However, Mr. Burton dismisses 
and overlooks other memos provided to the committee which rec- 
ommended against the appointment of an independent counsel or 
which took issue with recommendations in the Freeh and La Bella 
memos. 36 The record shows that the Attorney General solicited and 
received conflicting advice from a number of advisors. 

The record also shows that the conflicting advice was rendered 
in good faith. Mr. Freeh and a number of senior Justice Depart- 
ment officials testified that there was nothing unusual in the Attor- 
ney General receiving conflicting advice in the course of the cam- 
paign finance investigation. Mr. Freeh testified, “I would hope and 
expect that Attorney Generals, past, present and future, always re- 
ceive different, good advice. And I think the more divergent it is 


30 The witnesses were FBI Director Louis Freeh; Charles La Bella, former head of the Justice 
Department’s Campaign Finance Task Force; James DeSamo, former lead FBI agent for the 
Campaign Finance Task Force; Lee Radek, chief of the Justice Department’s Public Integrity 
Section; William Esposito, former FBI Deputy Director; Neil Gallagher, Assistant Director for 
Terrorism, FBI; James K. Robinson, Assistant Attorney General; Robert Raben, Assistant Attor- 
ney General; Robert Conrad, head of the Justice Department’s Campaign Finance Task Force; 
Alan Gershel, Deputy Assistant Attorney General; John R. Schmidt, former Associate Attorney 
General; and John Hogan, former chief of staff to Attorney General Reno. 

31 Representative Dan Burton quoted in “Reno Rejection of Ickes Probe Dims GOP Support 
for Counsel Law,” Associated Press (Jan. 30, 1999). 

32 Majority report at 62. 

33 Majority report at 1. 

34 Id. 

36 Those seven independent counsels were: Kenneth Starr (Whitewater, White House Travel 
Office, FBI files, and Monica Lewinsky); Donald Smaltz (Agriculture Secretary Mike Espy); 
David Barrett (Housing and Urban Development Secretary Henry Cisneros); Daniel Pearson 
(Commerce Secretary Ron Brown); Curtis von Kann (Americorps head Eli Segal); Carol Elder 
Bruce (Interior Secretary Bruce Babbitt); and Ralph Lancaster, Jr. (Labor Secretary Alexis Her- 
man). 

36 See, e.g., memorandum from Public Integrity Section Chief Lee Radek to Assistant Attorney 
General James K. Robinson (Aug. 5, 1998) (DOJ-FLB-00130 to 00150) (attached as exhibit 4); 
memorandum from Robert S. Litt to the Attorney General, the Deputy Attorney General, and 
James K Robinson, Assistant Attorney General (July 20, 1998) (DQJ-3149 to 3153) (attached 
as exhibit 5). 
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at times, the better it is for that Attorney General to make what 
he or she thinks is the best decision .” 37 James Robinson, head of 
the Justice Department’s criminal division, stated that the internal 
documents released to Congress demonstrated “honest good faith 
differences of opinion between prosecutors and investigators who 
are not shy about expressing their views .” 38 
In these circumstances, it was the Attorney General’s preroga- 
tive — and her responsibility — to choose which advice to follow. Not 
a single witness before the committee suggested that her decision 
was influenced by favoritism or politics. Rather, as Mr. Robinson 
testified, the record indicates that the Attorney General made a 
“good faith effort to reach absolutely the correct view from her van- 
tage point as the decision maker under the Independent Counsel 
Act .” 39 

• Allegation: Attorney General Janet Reno “changed her interpre- 
tation of the Independent Counsel Act ” to “set the bar for ap- 
pointing an independent counsel even higher for the campaign fi- 
nance investigation than previous investigations .” 40 The Attor- 
ney General has stated that the discretionary clause of the inde- 
pendent counsel statute requires that she must conclude there is 
potential for an actual conflict of interest, rather than merely an 
appearance of a conflict of interest, when she invokes this clause. 
Yet in “at least four” earlier investigations, she referred matters 
to an independent counsel under the discretionary clause and ap- 
plied a standard of “apparent conflict .” 41 

The Facts: The majority is engaging in pure speculation regard- 
ing whether the Attorney General based earlier independent coun- 
sel referrals on an “apparent conflict” standard in the discretional 
clause of the Independent Counsel Act. The referral documents in 
which the Attorney General described her rationale for these ear- 
lier decisions do not support the majority’s interpretation. 

For example, one of the four examples cited by the majority as 
an earlier “discretionary clause” referral is the matter involving 
former Assistant to the President for Management and Administra- 
tion David Watkins. According to the majority report, this referral 
weis made under the Act’s “discretionary provision,” as “David Wat- 
kins did not satisfy any of the requirements for the memdatory pro- 


37 Testimony of Louis J. Freeh, August 4 hearing at 93. 

^Testimony of James Robinson, July 20 hearing at 65. See also testimony of Deputy Assist- 
ant Attorney General Alan Gershel, July 20 hearing at 66-67 (noting that “it’s certainly very 
common for prosecutors to engage in good faith discussions, disagreements, debates on the appli- 
cation of the law, the application of the facts, the appropriate way to charge or not charge a 
case. So it does not strike me as unusual at all”); testimony of Lee Radek, Public Integrity Sec- 
tion Chief of the Department of Justice, Senate Committee on the Judiciary Subcommittee on 
Administrative Oversight and the Courts, “Hearing on Attorney General’s Decisions Regarding 
Campaign Finance Investigations,” 106th Cong. (May 24, 2000) (page numbers not available) 
(hereinafter “May 24 hearing”) (stating that “[ijntemal disagreements among Department of 
Justice officials about various aspects of the Independent Counsel Act date back to its passage 
over 20 years ago. What is new is the determination of some to delve into those confidential 
discussions and disagreements that were intended as an honest and frank exchange of views 
between the attorney general and her various advisors”); testimony of Lee Radek, June 6 hear- 
ing at 31-32 (noting that the style of the Attorney General “has been to seek out the views of 
a variety of advisors, listen carefully to each of us, consider our arguments, ask her own ques- 
tions, and then reach her own decisions” and that “[a]ny group of lawyers grappling with com- 
plex legal and factual issues are bound to have disagreements, and the issues we faced were 
both complex and difficult”). 

39 Testimony of James Robinson, July 20 hearing at 65. 

40 Majority report at 13-16. 

41 Majority report at 14-16. 
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vision of the Act.” 42 In fact, the specific reason the Attorney Gen- 
eral cited for recommending an independent counsel on this matter 
was that Mr. Watkins did fall under the Act’s mandatory provi- 
sion. 43 The Act’s discretionary clause was not invoked in tire Wat- 
kins referral. 

Another of the four examples cited by the majority was a referral 
involving former White House detailee Anthony Marceca. 44 Mr. 
Marceca r s referral concerned allegations that the White House had 
improperly obtained files from the FBI. According to the majority, 
the “conflict” at issue in the Marceca referral was based on Mr. 
Marceca’s “relationship with President Clinton or the White House 
generally.” 45 This characterization, however, is inconsistent with 
the rationale set forth in the Marceca referral. The referral states 
that an investigation by the Department of Justice would con- 
stitute a political conflict of interest “because it necessarily will in- 
volve an inquiry into dealings between the White House and the 
FBI.” 46 

Further, with respect to the three referrals cited by the majority 
which did invoke the discretionary clause, there is simply no dis- 
cussion of an “apparent conflict” standard anywhere in the referral 
documents. In these documents, the Attorney General cites “polit- 
ical conflict of interest” as the basis for the decision to refer, and 
does not discuss whether she perceived an “apparent” as opposed 
to an “actual” conflict. 47 

• Allegation: In explaining her view that the Independent Counsel 
Act’s discretionary clause requires a finding of potential for an 
actual conflict of interest instead of merely an appearance of a 
conflict, the Attorney General “neglected to mention the report 
language supporting the idea of an apparent conflict of inter- 
est” 48 “[T]he Senate Report accompanying the 1982 Amend- 


42 Majority report at 15-16. 

43 Notification to the court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §592(aXl) of the initiation of a preliminary 
investigation and application to the court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §593(cXl) for expansion of the 
jurisdiction of an independent counsel, in re William David Watluns (D.C. Cir., Mar. 20, 1996). 
The Independent Counsel Act (which expired in 1999) specified a list of “covered persons” who 
automatically fall under the Act’s mandatory provision. 28 U.S.C. § 591 (a) & (b). In her filing 
with the court regarding the Watkins investigation, the Attorney General stated, “I have con- 
cluded that Watkins is a covered person under the Independent Counsel Act.” in re William 
David Watkins, at 2 (emphasis added). In the filing, the Attorney General reasoned that the 
Act: 


includes as a covered person, for the entire duration of the incumbency of the President: 

“the chairman and treasurer of the principal national campaign committee seeking the 
election or reelection of the President, and any officer of that committee exercising au- 
thority at the national level.” Watkins was the vice president and secretary of the Clin- 
ton/Gore 1992 Campaign Committee, and functioned as the deputy campaign manager 
for operations. On the basis of an investigation into Watkins’ role on the campaign, I 
am satisfied that Watkins meets the criteria set out by the statute. 

Id. 

44 Majority report at 16. 

46 Id. 

^Notification to the court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 592(a)(1) of the initiation of a preliminary 
investigation and application to the court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §593(cXl) for the expansion 
of the jurisdiction of an independent counsel, in re Anthony Marceca, 3 (D.C. Cir. June 21, 
1996). 

47 Notification to the court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §592(aXl) of the initiation of a preliminary 
investigation and application to the court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §593(cXl) for the expansion 
of the jurisdiction of an independent counsel, in re Bernard Nussbaum, 3 (D.C. Cir. Oct. 24, 
1996); application to the court pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §592(cXl) for the appointment of an inde- 
pendent counsel in re Madison Guaranty Savings & Loan Association, 3-4 (D.C. Cir. July 1, 
1994); in re Anthony Marceca, supra note 46, at 3. 

48 Majority report at 14-15. 
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merits to the Act stated ‘[t]he Committee recognizes that there 
may be instances when investigations by the Attorney General of 
persons not covered by the Act may create an actual or apparent 
conflict of interest’” 49 The Attorney General “ha[s] a problem 
with her interpretation of the Act’s legislative history” 50 

The Facts: The majority’s reference to the Senate report is mis- 
leading. The report language cited by the majority concerned the 
discretionary clause provision in the Senate-passed version of the 
1982 Amendments to the Independent Counsel Act. The discre- 
tionary clause language in the Senate-passed bill authorized ap- 
pointment of an independent counsel based on an “appearance” of 
a conflict of interest. That language, however, was deleted before 
Congress enacted the 1982 amendments into law. In fact, the floor 
manager of this bill, Representative Sam Hall, specifically noted: 

The Senate-passed bill provides that the Attorney General 
may apply for the appointment of a special prosecutor to 
investigate persons other than the class of individuals spe- 
cifically covered whenever the Attorney General deter- 
mines a personal, financial, or political conflict of interest 
or the appearance thereof may result if an officer of the 
Department of Justice conducts the investigation. The bill 
as amended deletes the reference to appearances, and there- 
by requires the Attorney General to determine that an ac- 
tual conflict may exist in order to utilize the special pros- 
ecutor procedures. 51 

• Allegation: The Attorney General intentionally misled the com- 
mittee about Waco by withholding evidence on the use of “mili- 
tary rounds” of tear gas during the siege of the Branch Davidian 
compound in Waco, TX. The basis of this allegation was that the 
Justice Department purportedly didn’t produce the 49th page of 
a memo that was, according to Mr. Burton, “the very definitive 
piece of paper that could have given us some information.” 52 Re- 
ferring to allegations that the Justice Department had withheld 
Waco-related information from Congress, Representative Burton 
also stated that the Attorney General “should be summarily re- 
moved, either because she’s incompetent, number one, or, number 
two, she’s blocking for the President and covering things up, 
which is what I believe.” 53 

The Facts: At the time Mr. Burton made these statements, evi- 
dence produced by the Justice Department regarding the use of 


48 Id. at 15. 

50 Id. 

61 Congressional Record, H9507 (Dec. 13, 1982) (emphasis added). The majority also faults the 
Attorney General for citing “negative legislative history” by drawing inferences regarding con- 
gressional intent from the fact that Congress rejected language. The majority is apparently con- 
cerned that in 1997 testimony, the Attorney General noted that Congress in 1994 decided to 
reject a proposal for a more flexible standard for invoking the discretionary clause. Majority re- 
port at 14-15. This criticism ignores the fact that the Attorney General does not rely purely 
on “negative legislative history” in discussing her interpretation of the Act’s discretionary clause. 
For example, as the majority report acknowledges in a footnote, the Attorney General also relies 
on the floor statement of Representative Hall that explicitly described why Congress deleted the 
“appearance” language from the discretionary clause. E.g., letter from Attorney General Janet 
Reno to Senator Orrm G. Hatch, 3 (Apr. 14, 1997) (DOJ-02046 to 02055) (attached as exhibit 
6 ). 

62 Fox News, “Fox News Sunday” (Sept. 12, 1999). 

63 National Public Radio, “Morning Edition” (Aug. 31, 1999). 
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“military rounds” of tear gas was in his own files — and had been 
since 1995. The Office of Special Counsel John Danforth inves- 
tigated this issue, and concluded: 

[W]hile one copy of the report did not contain the 49th 
page, the Committees [the House Government Reform and 
Oversight Committee and the House Judiciary Committee] 
were provided with at least two copies of the lab report in 
1995 which did contain the 49th page. The Office of Spe- 
cial Counsel easily located these complete copies of the lab 
report at the Committees’ offices when it reviewed the 
Committees’ copy of the 1995 Department of Justice pro- 
duction. The Department of Justice document production 
to the Committees also included several other documents 
that referred to the use of the military tear gas rounds, in- 
cluding the criminal team’s witness summary chart and 
interview notes. 54 

• Allegation: The Attorney General has “a double standard for Re- 
publicans and Democrats ,” and “Republicans who break the law 
get the book thrown at them, Democrats who break the law get 
off with a slap on the wrist” 55 “[A]s far as the equal application 
of justice, it doesn't appear to me that there has been an equal 
application of justice by this Justice Department.” 56 “When 
Democrats do get convicted, they get very light sentences. When 
Republicans get convicted of the same conduct, they're given 
massive fines.” 57 The Attorney General's conduct reflects “uneven 
enforcement of the law.” 58 

The Facts: The majority’s statements ignore the fact that Demo- 
crats have received harsh fines for campaign finance offenses. For 
example, in December 1998, Future Tech International Inc. and its 
chief financial officer, Juan Ortiz, were fined $1 million for reim- 
bursing employees for their campaign contributions to Democratic 
campaigns. The Federal Election Commission also imposed a 
$209,000 civil penalty — the fourth largest in FEC history — on Fu- 
ture Tech and several company officials. 

In addition to receiving fines. Democrats have also served actual 
jail time for their offenses, unlike their Republican counterparts: 

• In December 1999, Yogesh Gandhi was sentenced to 1 year 
in prison and ordered to pay more than $237,000 in back 
taxes to the IRS for tax evasion, mail fraud, and helping to 
make an illegal $325,000 campaign contribution to the 
Democratic National Committee. 

• In September 1997, Democratic party fundraisers Gene and 
Nora Lum were sentenced to 10 months in custody, half in 
a co mmuni ty confinement center, the other half in home de- 

64 John C. Danforth, Special Counsel, “Interim Report to the Deputy Attorney General Con- 
cerning the 1993 Confrontation at the Mt. Carmel Complex, Waco, Texas,” 54 (July 21, 2000). 

66 Press release, House Committee on Government Reform (Nov. 1, 1999). 

66 Statement of Representative Dan Burton, House Committee on Government Reform, hear- 
ing on “The Role of John Huang and the Riady Family in Political Fundraising,” 106th Cong. 
(Dec. 15, 1999). 

57 Statement of Representative Dan Burton, House Committee on Government Reform, hear- 
ing on “The Role Of Yah Lin ‘Charlie* Trie in Illegal Political Fundraising,” 106th Cong. (Mar. 
1 , 2000 ). 

68 Majority report at 109. 
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tention. Each also received $30,000 in fines and 2 years of 
probation for arranging about $50,000 in illegal contribu- 
tions in 1994 and 1995. 

• In 1996, Jack Webb and Jefiress Wells, two former officials 
of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, were sentenced to 30 
days in jail, 2 years of supervised probation, and 120 hours 
of community service and given a $2,500 fine for conspiring 
to raise contributions for a PAC from coworkers and subor- 
dinates. Mr. Wells and Mr. Webb were both active Demo- 
crats, the persons solicited were Democrats, and the PAC 
supported the Clinton campaign. 

Representative Burton’s allegation of favoritism also conveniently 
overlooks the fact that Attorney General Reno has not initiated 
prosecutions against prominent Republicans involved in alleged 
campaign finance violations. For example, no action has been taken 
against former Republican National Committee Chairman Haley 
Barbour, who formed the National Policy Forum (NPF) and was al- 
leged to have solicited and secured a $2.1 million loan from a for- 
eign national for the NPF which he funneled into the RNC. Accord- 
ing to Charles La Bella, the former head of the Campaign Finance 
Task Force: 

For its part the RNC, while apparently not on a par with 
the DNC, had its fair share of abuses. The Barbour matter 
is a good example of the type of disingenuous fundraising 
and loan transactions that were the hallmark of the 1996 
election cycle. In fact, Barbour’s position as head of the 
RNC and NPF — and the liberties he took in those posi- 
tions — makes the one $2 million transaction even more of- 
fensive than some concocted by the DNC. Indeed, with one 
$2 million transaction, the RNC accomplished what it took 
the DNC over 100 White House coffees to accomplish. 59 

Similarly, no action has been taken against Republican Majority 
Whip Tom DeLay, despite specific and credible evidence that Mr. 
DeLay and a Republican congressional candidate, Brian Babin, 
knowingly participated in a scheme to funnel illegal contributions 
to Mr. Babin’s campaign. 60 The evidence relating to Mr. DeLay in- 
cludes a sworn affidavit from Texan businessman and Republican 
donor Peter Cloeren stating that Mr. DeLay instructed him to fim- 
nel money illegally to Mr. Babin’s campaign. 61 

The validity of Mr. Burton’s allegation can be tested by com- 
paring the treatment received by two former Members of Confess 
who committed campaign finance violations, former Republican 
Representative Jay Kim and former Democratic Representative 
Mary Rose Oakar. Representative Kim knowingly accepted 
$230,000 in illegal contributions — over 14 times the amount of 
money that Representative Oakar conspired to contribute illegally 


69 Interim report from Charles La Bella and James DeSamo for Attorney General Janet Reno 
and FBI Director Louis J. Freeh, 83 (July 16, 1998) (DOJ-FLB-00030 to 00127). 

House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, “Investigation of Political Fund- 
raising Improprieties and Possible Violations of Law,” 105th Cong., 2d sess., vol. 4, at 4020- 
24 (Nov. 5, 1998) (H. Rept. 105-829). 

61 Affidavit of Peter F. Cloeren, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight (Aug. 
6, 1998). 
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($16,000). But Representative Kim received a comparable sentence 
to Representative Oakar. 62 

• Allegation: The Attorney General delayed releasing the Freeh 
and La Bella memos in order to protect herself from public em- 
barrassment. “By withholding the memos from this Committee, 
you tried to keep the Committee from learning how you had mis- 
handled the investigation .” 63 Furthermore, “when the Justice 
Department finally turned the documents over to the Committee, 
it was clear that the Justice Department’s objections had been ut- 
terly false and baseless .” 64 

The Facts: The Attorney General’s reluctance to produce the 
Freeh and La Bella memos was consistent with the longstanding 
departmental policy against releasing internal memoranda con- 
cerning ongoing investigations to Congress. 65 Both Mr. Freeh and 
Mr. La Bella stated on numerous occasions that public release of 
their memoranda would jeopardize the Task Force’s investigations 
and have a “chilling effect” on pending prosecutions. 

For example, Attorney General Reno and Director Freeh warned 
in a December 8, 1997, letter to Representative Burton that release 
of the Freeh memo would provide a “road map” of their investiga- 
tion. 66 In his testimony before the committee on August 4, 1998, 
Director Freeh was asked whether he thought Congress should re- 
ceive his memorandum. Director Freeh replied that “I certainly be- 
lieve it not prudent to receive it at this point.” 67 Mr. La Bella stat- 
ed at the same hearing: 

The last thing in the world that I want to see as the pros- 
ecutor heading this Task Force is that this memo ever get 
disclosed. ... I don’t think it should ever see the light of 
day, because this, in my judgment, would be devastating 
to the investigations that the men and women of the Task 
Force are working on right now and that I have put my 
blood, sweat and tears into, and I don’t want to see that 
jeopardized. 68 

Despite these well-founded reservations, the Attorney General 
made significant efforts to accommodate the committee. In early 
1998, the Justice Department provided a briefing to the chairman, 
ranking member, and certain staff of the committee on redacted 
portions of the Freeh memorandum. 69 In late 1998, the Justice De- 
partment provided a briefing to the chairman, ranking member, 


62 In March 1998, Representative Kim was sentenced to 2 months home confinement under 
electronic monitoring, 1 year of probation, and 200 hours of community service, and received 
a $5,000 fine. According to prosecutors, his case represented “the largest amount of criminal 
campaign finance violations ever committed by a member of Congress.” “Former Rep. Kim, Con- 
victed in 1997, May Rim Again,” Los Angeles Times (Dec. 4, 1999). Representative Oakar re- 
ceived a sentence of 2 years r probation and 200 hours of community service, and a $32,000 fine. 

63 Letter from Representative Dan Burton to Attorney General Janet Reno (Mar. 10, 2000). 

64 Majority report at 128. 

^E.g., Charles J. Cooper, “Response to Congressional Requests for Information Regarding De- 
cisions Made Under the Independent Counsel Act,” 10 Op. O.L.C. (Apr. 28, 1986); see also House 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, “Contempt of Congress,” 105th Cong., 2d 
sess., minority views at 123-25 (Sept. 17, 1998) (H. Rept. 105-728). 

^Letter from Attorney General Janet Reno and FBI Director Louis J. Freeh to Representa- 
tive Dan Burton (Dec. 8, 1997). 

67 Testimony of Louis J. Freeh, August 4 hearing at 110. 

68 Testimony of Charles La Bella, August 4 hearing at 110. 

69 See letter from Representative Henry Waxman to Attorney General Janet Reno and FBI 
Director Louis J. Freeh (Dec. 19, 1997). 
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and certain staff of the committee on redacted versions of the 
Freeh and La Bella memoranda, and permitted review of these doc- 
uments. And in May 2000, after the Department’s successful pros- 
ecution of individuals mentioned in the memoranda, the Justice 
Department provided the documents in minimally redacted form to 
the committee. 70 

• Allegation: “[WJeihave a piece of evidence from the Director of the 
FBI that makes it abundantly clear that we have been right all 
along. Janet Reno and Lee Radek have been blatantly protecting 
the President, the Vice President and their party from the outset 
of this scandal ” 71 “Justice Department officials believed that a 
key supervisor of the campaign finance investigation thought 
that the Attorney General’s political future hinged on her deci- 
sions regarding her political superiors .” 72 

The Facts: The majority’s evidence is a December 9, 1996, memo 
from FBI Director Freeh to former Deputy FBI Director Esposito, 
which stated: 

I also advised the Attorney General of Lee Radek’s com- 
ment to you that there was a lot of “pressure” on him and 
[the Public Integrity Section] regarding this case because 
the “Attorney General’s job might hang in the balance” (or 
words to that effect). I stated that those comments would 
be enough for me to take him and the Criminal Division 
off the case completely. 73 

The meaning of Mr. Radek’s alleged comment is unclear. The tes- 
timony before this committee and a Senate Judiciary subcommittee 
suggests that the two people who heard Mr. Radek’s alleged com- 
ment interpreted the comment differently. Mr. Esposito testified 
that he considered the remark to be “totally inappropriate,” 74 and 
he evidently communicated his belief to Mr. Freeh. But Neil Galla- 
gher, Assistant FBI Director for Terrorism, testified that he “did 
not put any great significance” on the statement, 75 and that “the 
implication that I took was that Lee Radek was making a state- 
ment of how sensitive and tough this investigation was going to be 
that we were about ready to enter.” 76 

Mr. Radek is a 29-year career prosecutor who began working for 
the Justice Department in the Nixon administration and who has 
never been involved in Democratic party politics. 77 He testified 
that while he has no recollection of the alleged conversation with 
Mr. Esposito, he “would undoubtedly, in conversations with Mr. 
Esposito, talk about pressure on the Public Integrity Section at fre- 
quent occasions, whenever he and I would talk 8 but that “[i]t was 


70 Mr. La Bella apparently concurred in the Attorney General's decision in May 2000 to re- 
lease the minimally redacted memoranda to Congress. In December 1999, he stated, “I would 
think now that the investigations are all concluded, there's a lot — a good portion of the memo 
that could be made public I think without risk to anybody or anything. Fox, “Hannity and 
Colmes” (Dec. 29, 1999). 

71 Press release, House Committee on Government Reform (May 19, 2000). 

72 Majority report at v. 

73 Memorandum from FBI Director Louis J. Freeh to Deputy FBI Director William J. Esposito 
(Dec. 9, 1996). 

74 Testimony of William J. Esposito, June 6 hearing at 119. 

76 Testimony of Neil Gallagher, June 6 hearing at 126. 

76 Testimony of Neil Gallagher, June 6 hearing at 125. 

77 Testimony of Lee Radek, May 24 hearing. 



2020 


pressure to do the job and do it right.” 78 Asked what pressure he 
got from the Attorney General, Mr. Radek responded that “I got 
pressure to do a good job and to do it well.” 79 As for the Attorney 
General herself, Mr. Radek said that he was “aware of no pressure 
being put on her.” 80 

• Allegation: The Vice President “apparently suggested that the 
DNC issue ads be shown to James Riady.” 81 The Justice Depart- 
ment failed to review an incriminating tape of a December 1995 
White House coffee which is “evidence that the Vice President 
knew that those [DNC issue] ads were being paid for by foreign 
money. That is evidence that the President knew that there was 
a connection between those ads and Mr. Riady.” 82 “I don't think 
the Justice Department has even looked into this. In five inter- 
views with the Vice President, they didn't ask him a single ques- 
tion about it. I don’t think they have even asked to see the origi- 
nal tape.” 83 

The Facts: The videotape in question is of a December 15, 1995, 
White House coffee attended by Arief Wiriadinata, the son-in-law 
of Hashim Ning, a business associate of Lippo founder Mochtar 
Riady. James Riady, Mochtar’s son, is suspected of making conduit 
campaign contributions in the 1992 and 1994 election cycles. Ac- 
cording to Representative Burton’s description of the videotape: 

Mr. Wiriadinata moves away from the camera and you 
hear a voice in the background. It sounds very much like 
the Vice President. It sounds like he is saying, “We 
oughta, we oughta, we oughta show Mr. Riady the tapes, 
some of the ad tapes.” 84 

According to neutral observers, however, the tape is virtually un- 
intelligible. A Reuters reporter describing the playing of the video- 
tape at the committee’s hearing wrote, “Gore’s muffled words were 
not clear.” 85 When the tape was played on a Fox TV show, the per- 
son in charge of transcribing the show was also unable to make it 
out. The transcript for the show reads: “We ought to, we ought to 
show that to [unintelligible] here, let [unintelligible] tapes, some of 
the ad tapes [unintelligible].” 86 

Furthermore, as the majority is aware, the tape in question was 
provided to the Justice Department in October 1997. 87 Thus, it is 
entirely possible that the Department reviewed the tape 3 years 
ago and came to the same conclusion as other unbiased observers — 
namely, that the tape is unintelligible. 88 


78 Testimony of Lee Radek, May 24 hearing. 

79 Testimony of Lee Radek, May 24 hearing. 

^Testimony of Lee Radek, May 24 hearing. 

81 Majority report at 65. 

82 Statement of Representative Bob Barr, July 20 hearing at 100. 

83 Statement of Representative Dan Burton, July 20 hearing at 10. 

84 Statement of Representative Dan Burton, July 20 hearing at 9. 

85 “Justice Department Won’t Discuss Gore Video,” Reuters (July 21, 2000). 

86 Fox, “Hannity and Colmes” (July 19, 2000). 

87 Letter from Beth Nolan, counsel to the President, to James C. Wilson, chief counsel (Sept. 
23, 2000) (noting that “in a recent conversation with Lisa Klem of my office you indicated that 
you knew the Department of Justice had the videotape in October 1997”). 

88 The majority also asserts, “The Vice President nimself admitted that it was his voice, but 
deflected questions by saying it was a political attack using news that had been available for 
years.” Majority report at 71 (citing “Congressman Focuses on Gore Videotape Comment,” Asso- 
ciated Press (July 19, 2000)). However, the news article the majority cites for this assertion says 
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• Allegation: The Justice Department is “ more interested in de- 
fending the White House in the e-mail matter than investigating 
it ” 89 and “ it has become known that the one part time lawyer 
handling the e-mail investigation for the Department has re- 
cently left government employment ” 90 The Department has given 
the White House “preferential treatment” by failing to investigate 
whether the e-mail matter involves “obstruction of Congressional 
investigations of the campaign finance scandal ” 91 

The Facts: The Department’s e-mail investigation is being car- 
ried out in coordination with Independent Counsel Robert Ray . 92 
There is no reason to believe that Mr. Ray and the Justice Depart- 
ment are not pursuing an appropriate investigation. 

The report offers no evidence to support its allegation that the 
Department has relied on one part-time lawyer to handle the e- 
mail investigation . 93 Asked about this allegation. Attorney General 
Reno and Deputy Assistant Attorney General Alan Gershel each 
made clear that they were unable to respond, due to the Depart- 
ment’s longstanding policy of not disclosing staffing levels for ongo- 
ing investigations . 94 However, the Attorney General assured the 
committee that “there are sufficient resources committed to it 
based on the recommendations of the prosecutors involved .” 95 
Similarly, Mr. Gershel observed: 

the Attorney General regularly consults with Robert 
Conrad, the chief of the Campaign Financing Task Force, 
and me to ensure that the Task Force has the resources 
it needs. Bob and I both believe that the Task Force cur- 
rently has sufficient staff to handle the White House e- 
mail matter as well as its other responsibilities . 96 

Mr. Gershel also pointed out that “with respect to the White House 
e-mail matter the [Department’s] Task Force and the office of the 
independent counsel are working together in a coordinated inves- 


nothing about the Vice President’s reaction to, or comments about, the videotape — nor do any 
of the other articles cited by the majority. 

89 Majority report at vii. 

90 Majority report at vii. 

91 Majority report at vii-viii. 

92 Testimony of Alan Gershel, House Committee on Government Reform, hearing on “Contacts 
Between Northrop Grumman Corporation and the White House Regarding Missing White House 
E-Mails,” 35 (Sept. 26, 2000) (stenographic record) (hereinafter “September 26 hearing”). Mr. 
Gershel assured the committee that the Department had not impeded or limited the scope of 
Mr. Ray’s investigation, and the committee has received no information to question this assur- 
ance. September 26 hearing at 48. 

93 The majority has repeated this accusation with increasing conviction, despite being unable 
to cite any evidence to support it. Mr. Burton said in a hearing on September 26 that “We have 
heard from — heard the Task Force was using just one part-time lawyer.” Statement of Rep- 
resentative Dan Burton, September 26 hearing at 41 (emphasis added). In its e-mail report, re- 
leased shortly thereafter, the majority asserted, “It appears that for at least part of its e-mail 
investigation, the Justice Department had only one part-time lawyer assigned to its e-mail in- 
vestigation.” House Committee on Government Reform, “The Failure to Produce White House 
E-Mails: Threats, Obstruction and Unanswered Questions,” 106th Cong., 141 (2000) (steno- 
graphic record) (emphasis added). Now, the majority asserts simply that “it has become known 
that the one part time lawyer handling the e-mail investigation for the Department has recently 
left government employment.” Majority report at vii (emphasis added). 

94 Transcript of interview of Attorney General Janet Reno, House Committee on Government 
Reform, 4 (Oct. 5, 2000) (hereinafter “Attorney General Reno interview”); testimony of Alan 
Gershel, September 26 hearing at 34-35. 

95 Attorney General Reno interview at 9. 

^Testimony of Alan Gershel, September 26 hearing at 35. 
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tigation. So it is not just the Task Force’s resources that are in- 
volved 97 

• Allegation: In July 1999 testimony before the House Rules Com- 
mittee, Representative Burton claimed that the Government Re- 
form Committee had received information indicating that the At- 
torney General “ personally ” changed a policy related to release of 
information by the Justice Department so that an attorney she 
knew “could help her client.” 98 

The Facts: Mr. Burton’s allegations concerned a decision by the 
Justice Department to confirm the lack of existence of records in 
response to a FOIA request by a Miami attorney, Rebekah Poston. 
This decision to confirm the lack of records was legal , 99 and it was 
damaging to Ms. Poston’s client . 100 The records produced to the 
committee and testimony by the relevant individuals showed that 
the Attorney General had recused herself from the decision . 101 


97 Testimony of Alan Gershel, September 26 hearing at 35. The majority also asserts that the 
Department has given the White House “preferential treatment” by failing to investigate wheth- 
er the e-mail matter involves “obstruction of Congressional investigations of the campaign fi- 
nance scandal.” Majority report at vii. In support of this assertion, the majority claims that “[i]n 
an October 5, 2000, interview with the Committee, Attorney General Reno made it clear that 
she would not take proactive steps to determine whether the White House had obstructed Con- 
gressional investigations by failing to take steps to produce subpoenaed e-mail records.” Major- 
ity report at viii. 

This assertion is without merit. The interview with the Attorney General included the fol- 
lowing exchange: 

Majority Counsel: ... is the Department of Justice doing an investigation of any sort 
of matters that go to Congressional investigations? 

Attorney General Reno: I will be happy to check and see what I can provide you based 
on what might be known or any complaint that you have made of obstruction. But I 
don’t know the full range of your investigations, so I can’t tell you. 

Attorney General Reno interview at 25. 

Moreover, in the course of the interview, majority counsel conceded that the Department had 
asked the majority months ago which congressional subpoenas may not have been complied 
with — and the majority declined to cooperate with this request: 

Majority Counsel: Mr. Gershel a number of months ago called me directly and said he 
wanted to interview me specifically to try and determine whether Congressional sub- 
poenas had not been complied with or whether there was obstruction of a Congressional 
investigation. I said to him at the time I would be happy to comply with his request 
for an interview pending consultation with my superiors, but first we had the out- 
standing question of whether there was a special counsel to be appointed. And I indi- 
cated that it would perhaps be counterproductive if I did an interview with him when, 
as Mr. Raben had indicated — actually had not yet indicated, but as indicated by you, 
there was an ongoing determination as to whether a special counsel would be ap- 
pointed. 

Attorney General Reno interview at 32. 

"Testimony of Chairman Dan Burton, House Rules Committee (July 15, 1999) (available at 
www.house.gov/reform/oversight/99 — 07 — 15db-rules.htm). 

"Testimony of Richard Huff, House Government Reform Committee, “Felonies and Favors: 
A Friend of the Attorney General Gathers Information from the Justice Department,” 150 (July 
27, 2000) (stenographic record) (hereinafter “July 27 hearing”). 

100 Ms. Poston was seeking information for a client, a member of an international religious 
organization known as Soka Gakkai Ms. Poston’s client had been sued in a Japanese court for 
libel by a Japanese citizen named Nobuo Abe. The alleged statements at the heart of this law- 
suit related to whether Mr. Abe had been arrested or detained in Seattle in 1963. Mr. Abe main- 
tained that he had never been detained and that statements to the contrary made by Ms. 
Poston’s client were defamatory. Ms. Poston’s FOIA requests sought records that would have 
established that her client’s statements were true and that Mr. Abe had, in fact, been arrested 
or detained. E.g., letter from Russell J. Bruemmer and Patrick J. Carome of Wilmer, Cutler & 
Pickering, to Richard L. Huff (Mar. 31, 1995) (DOJ-02812 to 02817). The Justice Department’s 
confirmation that no such records existed was adverse to the interests of Ms. Poston’s client. 

101 Memorandum from Attorney General Janet Reno to staff of the Attorney General (Apr. 28, 
1995) (attached as exhibit 7); House Committee on Government Reform, “Felonies and Favors: 
A Friend of the Attorney General Gathers Information from the Justice Department,” July 27 
hearing at 154. The majority also alleges that Ms. Poston took “illegal actions” and that she 
“Requested] Her Private Investigators to Break the Law.” Majority report at 163, 168. The ma- 
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• Allegation: There was an “ apparently illegal conduit contribution 
scheme by the Democratic National Committee to funnel more 
than a third of a million dollars to the Kansas Democratic 
party .” 102 w . The Justice Department failed to pursue the Kansas 
conduit contribution scheme ” 103 

The Facts: In 1996, Democratic party national committees con- 
tributed to Kansas State candidates and county committees, and to 
Democratic party committees in other States. Some of these can- 
didates, county committees, and State party committees subse- 
quently contributed to the Kansas Democratic party. 104 Media ac- 
counts reported concerns that these actions may have constituted 
illegal circumvention of a Kansas law that caps contributions by 
national party committees to State party committees and prohibits 
making contributions in the name of another. 106 

In 1997, State representative Henry Helgerson wrote the bipar- 
tisan Kansas Commission on Governmental Standards and Con- 
duct asking for clarification of the Kansas law. 106 The Commission 
issued an opinion on this matter on September 11, 1997. 107 Under 
the Commission’s opinion, national party committees could con- 
tribute to a Kansas State candidate, Kansas county committee, or 
other State party, and that candidate, county committee, or State 
party could subsequently contribute to a Kansas State party com- 
mittee without violating the Kansas statute. A violation would 
occur only if the national party committees had an understanding 
with the entity to which they made the contribution that the 
money was to be contributed to the State party committee. 108 


Jonty’s allegation appears to be based on the premise that Ms. Poston inappropriately directed 
her private investigators to access a restricted FBI database. In testimony under oath before 
this committee, however, Ms. Poston denied asking private investigators to break the law. 
House Committee on Government Reform, “Felonies and Favors: A Friend of the Attorney Gen- 
eral Gathers Information from the Justice Department,” July 27 hearing at 63. Richard Lucas, 
the investigator who received instructions from Ms. Poston on what she wanted investigated, 
also testified that she did not ask him to access restricted information. Id. at 50, 55-56, 66- 
67. In fact, contrary to the majority’s allegation, no evidence received by the committee dem- 
onstrates that Ms. Poston instructed private investigators to break the law. 

In its discussion of the Poston matter, the majority report also states that according to Mr. 
Lucas, Barry Langberg, an attorney for Soka Gakkai, hired Jack Palladino, a private investi- 
gator, to look into the issue of whether Mr. Abe was arrested in 1963. The majority report al- 
leges that it is possible that through their actions on this matter, Mr. Palladino and Mr. 
Langberg “broke the law.” Majority report at 162. The committee, however, never interviewed 
Mr. Palladino or Mr. Langberg. On Oct. 31, 2000, Mr. Langberg wrote the committee to address 
allegations in the majority report that relate to him. According to Mr. Langberg, the majority’s 
account “contains numerous demonstrable factual errors, and recklessly accuses private individ- 
uals of criminal wrongdoing without any pretense of due process or any substantive evidence.” 
He also stated that he has “no personal involvement with the activity criticized in the report.” 
Letter from Barry B. Langberg to Representative Dan Burton and Representative Henry Wax- 
man (Oct. 31, 2000) (attached as exhibit 8). 

102 Majority report at 108. 

103 Id. 

104 E.g., deposition of Jim Lawing, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 
22-29 (Feb. 18, 1998). 

106 E.g. “Local Demos Say They Felt Need to Repay State Party: Legality of Transfers Ques- 
tioned,” Winfield Daily Courier (Oct. 9, 1997). The State law provisions at issue are Kan. Stat. 
Ann. §25-4153 (1996) and Kan. Stat. Ann. §25-4154 (1996). 

106 Letter from Henry Helgerson to Carol Williams (Sept. 3, 1997) (attached as exhibit 9). The 
Commission is charged with administering, interpreting and enforcing the Kansas Campaign Fi- 
nance Act and laws relating to conflict of interests, financial disclosure and the regulation of 
lobbying. See the home page of the Commission at www.state.ks.us/public/gsc/. 

107 Kansas Commission on Governmental Standards and Conduct, Opinion No. 1997—45 (Sept. 
11, 1997) (attached as exhibit 10). 

108 See id. (stating that there is no violation of the Kansas statute if “A” gives money to “B” 
and “B” then contributes the money to “C,” “so long as there was not an understanding between 
‘A’ and ‘B’ that the money was to be contributed to ‘C’”). 
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In February 1998, the committee deposed a total of five individ- 
uals on this matter, four of whom were Kansas Democratic State 
legislative candidates in 1996 and one of whom was a Kansas 
Democratic party official in 1996. All of these individuals received 
contributions from national Democratic party committees in 
1996. 109 All of these individuals also testified that they did not 
have any understanding with the national committees from which 
they received contributions that they would contribute that money 
to the State party. 110 

According to testimony of individuals in committee depositions, 
the Kansas Commission on Governmental Standards and Conduct 
also investigated the contributions at issue. 111 While the Commis- 
sion is prohibited by law from commenting on whether an inves- 
tigation has been instigated or is ongoing, 112 evidence indicates 
that the Commission has found no wrongdoing regarding this mat- 
ter. Under Kansas law, the Commission must hold a hearing if, 
after investigating, the Commission finds that “probable cause ex- 
ists for believing the allegations of the complaint,” and this hearing 
must be held no more than 30 days after the finding is made. 113 
No such hearing has ever been held on the allegations, 114 which 
date back to close to 4 years ago. According to the Commission’s 
executive director, the Commission deals with allegations in as 
timely a manner as possible, and 4 years from the time allegations 
were first made is outside of the realm of timeliness. 115 

II. The Majority Has Improperly Sought To Inject Politics 
into Prosecutorial Decisions 

Beyond making unsubstantiated allegations, Mr. Burton has re- 
peatedly sought to interject the committee into prosecutorial deci- 
sions by the Justice Department. These efforts have conflicted with 


109 Deposition of Henry Helgerson, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 
16 (Feb. 19, 1998); deposition of Jim Lawing, House Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, 12-13, 22-23 (Feb. 18, 1998) (testifying that he received a contribution is from the 
Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee in his capacity as chairman of the Sedgwick 
County Democratic Central Committee); deposition of Marge Petty, House Committee on Gov- 
ernment Reform and Oversight, 14-18 (Feb. 24, 1998); deposition of Jerald Karr, House Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and Oversight, 16-17 (Feb. 23, 1998); deposition of Douglas 
Walker, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 26-29 (Feb. 23, 1998). 

110 Deposition of Henry Helgerson at 57-58; deposition of Jim Lawing at 41-42; deposition of 
Marge Petty at 14-15, 34-35; deposition of Jerald Karr at 30, 46; deposition of Douglas Walker 
at 28-27, 40. The majority report emphasizes a Sept. 3, 1996, memo from Tressie Hurley to 
Kansas State Senate candidate Donald Biggs which notes that the Democratic Senatorial Cam- 
paign Committee will contribute $1,000 to Senate campaigns and states, “You may keep $200 
but then must turn around and contribute $800 to the Senate Victory Fund.” Majority report 
at 110. According to deposition testimony, however, at the time of this memo, Ms. Hurley was 
a junior staffer in the office of State Senate Minority Leader Jerald Karr. She was not an em- 
ployee of any national Democratic party organization or otherwise in a position to act as an 
agent of such an organization. Deposition of Jerald Karr at 36, 47. The Hurley memo does not 
therefore demonstrate an agreement between the national Democratic party and Mr. Biggs re- 
garding the national party’s contribution to him. Further, the committee never deposed either 
Ms. Hurley or Mr. Biggs to explore the significance of the memo. 

111 See, e.g., deposition of Jim Lawing at 47—48 (stating that he had given a statement and 
had provided documents to the Commission on the subject of the funds received from the na- 
tional Democratic Party); deposition of Douglas Walker at 46 (stating that the Kansas Commis- 
sion had spoken with turn about a lot of the same subjects covered in the Committee’s deposition 
of him). 

112 Kan. Stat. Ann. §25-4161 (1999). 

113 Id. 

114 Telephone conversation between minority staff and Carol Williams, executive director of 
the Kansas Commission on Governmental Standards and Conduct (Oct. 30, 2000). 

H51d. 
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historical practices grounded in the principle of separation of pow- 
ers. As former Attorney General Ramsey Clark stated: 

If Constitutional separation of powers, integrity and effec- 
tiveness in the execution of the laws and the individual 
rights of witnesses . . . are to be protected, Congress must 
let the Attorney General perform the duties of that office 
without demanding investigative materials, or staff rec- 
ommendations in an ongoing investigation. 116 

A. THE MAJORITY’S SUBPOENA OF THE FREEH AND LA BELLA 

MEMORANDA 

One example of inappropriate overreaching into prosecutorial de- 
cisions was the majority’s July 24, 1998, subpoena to the Attorney 
General for documents authored by FBI Director Louis J. Freeh 
and former Justice Department Campaign Finance Task Force 
head Charles G. La Bella. These documents contained prosecution 
recommendations and other sensitive and detailed information re- 
garding the Justice Department’s ongoing campaign finance inves- 
tigation. Both Mr. Freeh and Mr. La Bella opposed release of the 
documents. 117 As former Attorney General Nicholas deB. Katzen- 
bach stated, “it is hard to imagine a less appropriate subject for a 
subpoena or one more calculated to politicize the Department.” 118 
The majority’s demands ignored a long history of Justice Depart- 
ment precedents. 119 As the following examples demonstrate, Jus- 
tice Departments under both Republican and Democratic adminis- 
trations have recognized an important public policy interest in pre- 
serving the confidentiality of internal documents relating to open 
criminal investigations: 

• Franklin Roosevelt administration: In 1941, a House committee 
requested all Justice Department investigative materials relat- 
ing to labor strikes involving naval contractors. Attorney Gen- 
eral Robert H. Jackson refused to provide the information, stat- 
ing: “all investigative reports are confidential documents of the 
executive department of the Government [and] congressional or 
public access to them would not be in the public interest.” 120 


116 Letter from Ramsey Clark to Representative Henry Waxman (Aug. 5, 1998) (attached as 
exhibit 11). 

117 At the time of the dispute over the documents, Mr. La Bella testified that release of his 
memo would be “devastating to the investigations that the men and women of the Task Force 
are working on right now,” and Mr. Freeh testified that release of his memo would not be “pru- 
dent.” Testimony of Charles G. La Bella, August 4 hearing at 110; testimony of Louis J. Freeh, 
August 4 hearing at 110. 

“ 8 Letter from Nicholas deB. Katzenbach to Representative Henry Waxman (Aug. 5, 1998) 
(attached as exhibit 12). 

119 The majority report cites a number of precedents in an attempt to support the proposition 
that subpoenaing the Freeh and La Bella memoranda was appropriate. Majority report at 139- 
43. The precedents cited by the majority, however, do not resemble the circumstances relating 
to the Freeh and La Bella memoranda. In particular, none of the precedents involves a congres- 
sional attempt to obtain a prosecution memorandum during an open criminal investigation. For 
example, in the Palmer Raids investigation, the document produced was not a prosecution 
memorandum but a legal analysis of a trial court opinion, and the trial had ended. With respect 
to the Teapot Dome scandal, at the time the Justice Department produced documents to Con- 
gress, it had finished investigating the matter and had finished considering legal action, and 
the primary document produced was a report from an accountant, not a prosecution memo- 
randum. For additional discussion of these and the other examples cited in tne majority report, 
see House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, “Contempt of Congress,” 105th 
Cong., 2d sess., minority views at 136-38 (Sept. 17, 1998). 

129 Opinion of Attorney General Robert H. Jackson (1941). 
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• Nixon administration: In 1969, during a House committee inves- 
tigation into the My Lai massacre, the Army was asked to pro- 
vide all materials from its ongoing investigation into the inci- 
dent. Thomas Kauper, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, re- 
jected the request, stating: "If a congressional committee is fully 
apprised of all details of an investigation as the investigation 
proceeds, there is a substantial danger that congressional pres- 
sures will influence the course of the investigation.” 121 

• Ford administration: In 1976, Representative Bella Abzug, who 
chaired a subcommittee of the Government Operations Com- 
mittee, requested FBI investigative files concerning domestic in- 
telligence matters. Deputy Attorney General Harold R. Tyler, 
Jr., refused to provide the information, stating: “if the Depart- 
ment changes its policy and discloses investigative information, 
we could do serious damage to the Department’s ability to pros- 
ecute prospective defendants and to the FBFs ability to detect 
and investigate violations of criminal law.” 122 

• Reagan administration: In 1986, the Justice Department’s Office 
of Legal Counsel concluded that the Attorney General should 
not disclose to Congress the contents of a report filed with a 
court pursuant to the Independent Counsel Act. Assistant Attor- 
ney General Charles J. Cooper wrote that “the executive . . . 
has the exclusive authority to enforce the laws adopted by Con- 
gress, and neither the judicial nor legislative branches may di- 
rectly interfere with the prosecutorial discretion of the Execu- 
tive Branch by directing the executive to prosecute particular 
individuals.” 123 

• Bush administration: In 1989, the Justice Department’s Office 
of Legal Counsel concluded that agency inspectors general were 
not required to provide information to Congress about open 
criminal investigations. Assistant Attorney General Douglas W. 
Kmiec concluded that there was no obligation to provide such 
information, stating: “the executive branch has generally de- 
clined to make any accommodation for congressional committees 
with respect to open cases: that is, it has consistently refused 
to provide confidential information.” 124 

As summarized by Charles J. Cooper, Assistant Attorney General 
during the Reagan Administration in a 1986 legal opinion, the pol- 
icy of not turning over investigative documents: 

was first expressed by President Washington and has been 
reaffirmed by or on by Presidents Jefferson, Jackson, Lin- 
coln, Theodore Roosevelt, Franklin Roosevelt, and Eisen- 
hower. No President, to our knowledge, has departed from 
this position affirming the confidentiality and privileged 
nature of open law enforcement files. 125 


121 Thomas E. Kauper, “Submission of Open CID Investigation Files” (Dec. 19, 1969). 

122 Letter from Harold R. Tyler, Jr., to Representative Bella Abzug (Feb. 26, 1976). 

123 Charles J. Cooper, “Response to Congressional Requests for Information Regarding Deci- 
sions Made Under the Independent Counsel Act,” 10 Op. O.L.C. 68 (Apr. 28, 1996). 

124 Douglas W. Kmiec, “Congressional Requests for Information from Inspectors General Con- 
cerning Open Criminal Investigations,” 13 Op. O.L.C. 93 (Mar. 24, 1989). 

126 Charles J. Cooper, “Response to Congressional Requests for Information Regarding Deci- 
sions Made Under the Independent Counsel Act,” 10 Op. O.L.C. (Apr. 28, 1986). For additional 
discussion of precedent on this matter, see House Committee on Government Reform and Over- 
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Nevertheless, the majority persisted in its demands for the Freeh 
and La Bella memoranda. In fact, as discussed below, the majority 
even voted to hold the Attorney General in contempt of Congress 
in August 1998 after she refrained from appointing an independent 
counsel and refused to provide the Freeh and La Bella memo- 
randa. 126 

B. THE MAJORITY’S USE OF THE CONTEMPT POWER 

Article II of the Constitution vests the power to execute and en- 
force the laws of the United States in the executive branch. In par- 
ticular, the courts have long recognized that criminal prosecution 
is exclusively the province of the executive branch. 127 Nevertheless, 
Mr. Burton improperly used the Congress’ contempt power to co- 
erce the Attorney General to appoint an independent counsel to in- 
vestigate the President. 

In late July 1998, the conflict between Mr. Burton and the Attor- 
ney General over the production of the Freeh and La Bella memo- 
randa was reaching its climax. Mr. Burton told the media that he 
would hold the Attorney General in contempt of Congress if she did 
not comply with his subpoena to turn over the documents. 128 

In an effort to reach an accommodation with Mr. Burton, the At- 
torney General and FBI Director Freeh requested a private meet- 
ing with Mr. Burton and Ranking Member Waxman. 129 During this 
meeting on July 31, 1998, Mr. Burton told the Attorney General 
that he would drop his efforts to seek contempt if she would seek 
the appointment of an independent counsel. As Mr. Waxman wrote 
to the Attorney General after the meeting: 

The chairman’s remarks were a blatant attempt to influ- 
ence your decision. You were told that you could avoid 
being held in contempt of Congress if you acceded to Mr. 
Burton’s demands that you seek appointment of an Inde- 
pendent Counsel. Conditioning a contempt citation on your 
willingness to appoint an Independent Counsel is clearly 
coercive. 

Mr. Burton’s tactics are not subtle. He knows that you 
cannot turn over the La Bella memorandum. . . . Thus, 

Mr. Burton is seeking to place you in an untenable posi- 


sight, “Contempt of Congress,” 105th Cong., 2d sess., minority views at 123-25 (Sept. 17, 1998) 
(H. Rept. 105-728). 

126 See House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, “Contempt of Congress,” 
105th Cong., 2d sess. (Sept. 17, 1998) (H. Rept. 105-728). 

127 E.g., Heckler v. Chaney , 470 U.S. 821, 832 (1985). 

128 E.g., “Justice Holds Subpoenaed Memos,” Associated Press (July 27, 1998). 

129 This request for a meeting was one of several efforts by the Attorney General to reach an 
accommodation with the committee. For example, on July 28, 1998, she and FBI Director Freeh 
wrote Representative Burton offering to provide a confidential briefing on appropriate portions 
of the La Bella memorandum after the Attorney General had completed her evaluation of Mr. 
La Bella’s recommendation. Letter from Attorney General Janet Reno and FBI Director Louis 
Freeh to Representative Dan Burton (July 28, 1998) (attached as exhibit 13). On Aug. 4, 1998, 
the Attorney General reiterated her offer to provide a confidential briefing on appropriate por- 
tions of the La Bella memorandum after she had an opportunity to fully review the memo- 
randum, noting that such review should take approximately 3 weeks. Letter from Attorney Gen- 
eral Janet Reno to Representative Dan Burton (Aug. 4, 1998) (attached as exhibit 14). Further, 
on Aug. 6, 1998, the Attorney General contacted Mr. Burton by telephone and said that after 
she had reviewed the La Bella memorandum, she would be willing to appear before the full com- 
mittee and, to the extent that it would not prejudice the ongoing criminal investigation, explain 
Mr. La Bella’s legal rationale. 



2028 


tion. In effect, he has given you only two choices: (1) be- 
come the first Attorney General in history to be held in 
contempt of Congress because you cannot turn over the La 
Bella memorandum or (2) appoint the Independent Coun- 
sel that he demands. 130 

The chairman’s spokesman, Will Dwyer, confirmed Mr. Burton’s 
intent. As reported in the Washington Post on the following day, 
Mr. Dwyer conceded that “[t]he only one real objective here is get- 
ting an independent counsel, as these documents advise her to do. 
... If she follows that advice, there will be no need for the docu- 
ments.” 131 

Attorney General Reno properly resisted these efforts at intimi- 
dation. As she explained on August 4: “Chairman Burton told me 
Friday that if I triggered the appointment of an independent coun- 
sel, I would not have to produce the memos. If I give in to that sug- 
gestion, then I risk Congress turning all decisions to prosecute into 
a political football.” 132 

By a party-line vote (24 to 19), the committee voted on August 
6, 1998, to recommend to the House of Representatives that the At- 
torney General be cited for contempt of Congress. The majority’s 
actions on this matter were the subject of widespread criticism. 133 

C. SUBPOENAS FOR GRAND JURY MATERIALS 

Another example of Mr. Burton’s inappropriate intrusion into 
prosecutorial matters is the majority’s efforts to obtain grand jury 
subpoenas issued by the Justice Department during its campaign 
finance investigation. To obtain these grand jury materials, the 
majority issued a subpoena on March 22, 2000, to the Justice De- 
partment seeking the grand jury subpoenas issued by the Cam- 
paign Finance Task Force to the Executive Office of the President 
(EOP), the White House, the DNC, and the RNC. The majority also 
issued a subpoena on March 16, 2000, to the EOP asking for grand 
jury subpoenas provided or served by the Campaign Finance Task 
Force from September 1, 1996, to the present. 

The Justice Department responded to the majority’s subpoena on 
April 24, stating that it was unable to provide copies of grand jury 
subpoenas because “[disclosure of information as to any subpoena 
is prohibited by Rule 6(e) of the Federal Rules of Criminal Proce- 


130 Letter from Representative Henry Waxman to Attorney General Janet Reno (July 31, 
1998) (attached as exhibit 15). 

131 “Democrats Say Burton Made Threat Against Reno,” Washington Post (Aug. 1, 1998). 

132 Press conference of Attorney General Reno, unofficial transcript (LEXIS, “Scripts”) (Aug. 
4, 1998). 

133 See “Tell Him No, Ms. Reno,” Miami Herald (Aug. 6, 1998) (“Mr. Burton’s request is dan- 
gerous. It’s more than laced with his palpable political motives. Worse, it’s also bereft of any 
sign that he has weighed what these memos, if leaked, could do to the Justice Department’s 
own investigation”); “Give Reno Some Room,” St. Petersburg Times (Aug. 6, 1998) (‘What is 
clear is that Burton should wipe away the froth around his mouth and stop demanding informa- 
tion that he has no right to”); “Buck Stops with Reno,” Los Angeles Times (Aug. 6, 1998) (“This 
is a fishing expedition by Chairman Dan Burton . . . The precedent Rep. Burton seeks could 
make the executive branch a ground for all sorts of witch hunts by those who second-guess mo- 
tives and judgments of decision-makers”); “Mr. Burton and Ms. Reno,” Washington Post (Aug. 
7, 1998) (‘The House Government Reform and Oversight Committee’s vote yesterday to cite the 
attorney general in contempt of Congress is a dangerous political interference in a law enforce- 
ment decision that threatens to undermine the Justice Department’s campaign finance inves- 
tigation . . . Mr. Burton’s approach to the matter has been nothing less than thuggish”). 
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dure,” which protects the secrecy of grand jury proceedings. 134 De- 
spite the Department’s concerns, on August 3, 2000, the majority 
proceeded to issue subpoenas to the State Department, the Com- 
merce Department, and the DNC asking for grand jury subpoenas 
issued by the Justice Department’s Campaign Finance Task Force. 
The majority also did not withdraw the subpoena it had issued in 
March to the EOP. 

These attempts to subpoena grand jury subpoenas were im- 
proper. They did not recognize longstanding rules that protect the 
secrecy of grand jury proceedings. According to the U.S. Supreme 
Court: 

We consistently have recognized that the proper func- 
tioning of our grand jury system depends upon the secrecy 
of grand jury proceedings . In particular, we have noted 
several distinct interests served by safeguarding the con- 
fidentiality of grand jury proceedings. First, if 
preindictment proceedings were made public, many pro- 
spective witnesses would be hesitant to come forward vol- 
untarily, knowing that those against whom they testify 
would be aware of that testimony. Moreover, witnesses 
who appeared before the grand jury would be less likely to 
testify fully and frankly, as they would be open to retribu- 
tion as well as to inducements. There also would be the 
risk that those about to be indicted would flee, or would 
try to influence individual grand jurors to vote against in- 
dictment. Finally, by preserving the secrecy of the pro- 
ceedings, we assure that persons who are accused but ex- 
onerated by the grand jury will not be held up to public 
ridicule. 136 

The Justice Department appropriately responded to these sub- 
poenas by expressing its “serious concern about the Committee’s re- 
cent practice of subpoenaing public and private sector entities to 
produce copies of grand jury subpoenas.” According to the Depart- 
ment: 

the practice of “subpoenaing subpoenas” or otherwise using 
the congressional subpoena power to shadow the Depart- 
ment’s ongoing investigations could undermine effective 
law enforcement by creating a substantial risk that sen- 
sitive and confidential investigative information will be 
disclosed to targets of investigations and to other persons 
who might use the information to thwart our law enforce- 
ment efforts. 136 


134 Letter from Assistant Attorney General Robert Raben to Representative Dan Burton (Apr. 

24, 2000). 

136 Douglas Oil Company of California v. Petrol Stops Northwest , 441 U.S. 211, 218-19 (1979) 
(citations omitted) (emphasis added). The court further noted that w [o]ne of the several interests 
promoted by grand jury secrecy is the protection of the innocent accused from disclosure of the 
accusations made against him before the grand jury.” 441 U.S. at 218 (citation omitted). 

136 Letter from Assistant Attorney General Robert Raben to Representative Dan Burton (Sept. 

25, 2000) (attached as exhibit 16). 
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Unfortunately, the majority has failed to withdraw its subpoenas 
or otherwise respond to the Department’s concerns. 137 

III. The Majority’s Investigation Has Been Partisan 

During the course of the investigation, Mr. Burton has repeat- 
edly alleged that Attorney General Reno’s actions are marked by 
“partisan zeal.” The report makes the same findings, stating that 
“it is hard to escape the conclusion that the Attorney General has 
acted politically to benefit the President, the Vice President, and 
her own political party.” 138 

As described above, these allegations are unfounded. They are 
also ironic. The partisanship in this investigation belongs to the 
committee not the Justice Department. For 4 years, Mr. Burton 
has conducted a blatantly partisan investigation. In his campaign 
finance investigation, Mr. Burton has issued over 900 subpoenas, 
99 percent of which involved allegations of Democratic abuses. He 
has also issued over 500 formal requests for documents or informa- 
tion relating to the investigation, over 98 percent of which also in- 
volved allegations of Democratic abuses. The committee has de- 
posed or called to testify at hearings over 200 witnesses in connec- 
tion with campaign fundraising allegations, 99 percent of whom 
were called to discuss alleged Democratic abuses. 

Editorial boards, columnists, and commentators across the coun- 
try have recognized the partisan nature of the committee’s inves- 
tigation. They have called the investigation a “soap opera,” 139 a 
“House investigation travesty,” 140 a “sorry partisan spectacle,” 141 
and a “witch hunt in the House.” 142 In a May 1998 editorial enti- 
tled, “The Dan Burton Problem,” the New York Times stated: “By 
now even Representative Dan Burton ought to recognize that he 
has become an impediment to a serious investigation of the 1996 
campaign finance scandals. ... If the House inquiry is to be re- 
sponsible, someone else on Mr. Burton’s committee should run 
it.” 143 Norman Omstein, a congressional expert with the American 
Enterprise Institute, stated, “[F]rom day one, Dan Burton did al- 
most everything he could to destroy any chance that this would be 


137 The majority report also states, “As of October 10, 2000, the DNC continues to refuse to 
comply” with the committee’s subpoena for grand jury subpoenas. Majority report at v. The ma- 
jority report fails to recognize, however, the DNC’s substantial efforts to accommodate the com- 
mittee. On Oct. 10, 2000, attorneys for the DNC met with committee staff in an attempt to 
reach an agreement that balanced the committee’s oversight interests and the DNC’s interest 
in protecting the privacy of individuals who had either appeared before or had been investigated 
by the grand jury. The DNC first offered to make all grand jury subpoenas immediately avail- 
able to committee staff for inspection, provided that the DNC could redact the names of those 
who had not been publicly identified with the Campaign Financing Task Force’s criminal inves- 
tigation. In a further attempt to satisfy the majority’s concerns, the DNC’s attorneys also made 
another preliminary offer, subject to approval by the DNC. The DNC’s attorneys proposed that 
the majority prepare a list of individuals relevant to the committee’s investigation. The DNC 
attorneys would then compare that list to the grand jury subpoenas and not redact any name 
that matched, regardless of whether that individual had been publicly identified with the Jus- 
tice Department’s criminal investigation. The majority rejected both offers of accommodation. 

138 Majority report at i. 

139 “Soap Opera,” Roll Call (Apr. 27, 1998). 

140 “A House Investigation Travesty,” New York Times (Apr. 12, 1997). 

141 “Reno Roast Embarrasses Nobody but Congress,” Los Angeles Times (Dec. 10, 1997). 

142 “The Witch Hunt in the House,” Albert R. Hunt, Wall Street Journal (Apr. 10, 1997). 

143 “The Dan Burton Problem,” New York Times (May 8, 1998). Other editorials include: “Mr. 
Burton Should Step Aside,” Washington Post (Mar. 20, 1997); “Dan Burton Is a Loose Cannon,” 
Hartford Courant (May 5, 1998); “Burton Bumbles in Bad Faith,” San Antonio Express-News 
(May 6, 1998); and “Mistakes Were Made: Burton Inquiry Can’t Reach a Credible Conclusion,” 
Sacramento Bee (May 11, 1998). 
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seen as a bipartisan effort or an attempt to build a factual 
basis.” 144 

In particular, the majority’s oversight of the Justice Depart- 
ment’s campaign finance investigation has been marked by par- 
tisanship. While the Justice Department’s investigation is exam- 
ining allegations relating to both Republicans and Democrats, the 
majority has focused on obtaining information relating only to the 
Justice Department’s investigation of Democratic abuses. 

On April 11, 2000, the majority wrote the Justice Department re- 
questing dozens of interview summaries (known as FBI “302s”) re- 
lating to Democratic allegations. At a public committee meeting on 
May 3, 2000, Mr. Waxman requested that Mr. Burton also ask the 
Justice Department to produce to the committee interview sum- 
maries relating to two of the most serious allegations of Republican 
fundraising improprieties: (1) potential violations involving former 
Republican National Committee chair Haley Barbour; ana (2) po- 
tential violations involving Majority Whip Tom DeLay. The request 
reflected an attempt by Mr. Waxman to bring some balance to the 
committee’s investigation. 

At the May 3 hearing, with the vast majority of committee mem- 
bers present, Mr. Burton agreed to subpoena the Justice Depart- 
ment for these materials. 145 Mr. Burton stated, “The subpoena in 
detail will be issued.” 146 Specifically, he said that the subpoena 
would be for the interview summaries that the minority requested 
as well as the documents and interview requests of the majority, 
noting, “That way, everything will be in one subpoena.” 147 He fur- 
ther said that the subpoena would specify that “all the documents 
be given jointly to both the majority and minority staff simulta- 
neously.” 148 In response to a question as to whether all the mate- 
rials subpoenaed had to be produced at once, he said: “It was my 
understanding that there might be a rolling production of these 
things,” but that the materials would be “given in a timely fashion 
and in a fair and equitable way.” 149 

However, one week later, Representative Burton wrote Rep- 
resentative Waxman and reneged on this commitment. 150 He said 
that he would not issue a subpoena for interview summaries in- 
volving Mr. DeLay. He further stated that, with respect to inter- 
view summaries concerning Mr. Barbour, he would not issue a sub- 
poena until “the Attorney General has complied with all currently 
outstanding subpoenas from the Committee.” 151 Mr. Burton never 
issued the subpoena he promised on May 3, 2000. 


144 “Another Bump In Burton Panel's Road,” Washington Post (May 13, 1998). 

146 See House Committee on Government Reform, hearing on “White House E-mails: Mis- 
management of Subpoenaed Record,” 221-28 (May 3, 2000) (stenographic record). 

146 Id. at 228. 

147 Id. at 225. 

148 Id. at 226. 

149 Id. at 230. 

160 Letter from Representative Dan Burton to Representative Henry Waxman (May 11, 2000) 
(attached as exhibit 17). 

161 Id. Mr. Burton stated several reasons for changing his commitment, none of which with- 
stands scrutiny. For example, Mr. Burton claimed that Mr. Waxman’s request for interview 
summaries relating to Mr. DeLay was not proper because at the time of the request Mr. Wax- 
man “failed to disclose” that the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee (DCCC) was 
filing a lawsuit against Mr. DeLay. Mr. Burton suggested that Mr. Waxman’s request had been 
“part of a larger, coordinated effort driven by the DCCC to pursue politically motivated attacks 
against the Majority Whip.” This charge was categorically untrue. Neither Mr. Waxman nor 

Continued 
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Unfortunately, this partisan conduct has continued. For example, 
the majority recently subpoenaed the DNC for document requests, 
subpoenas, and interview requests the DNC received from the Jus- 
tice Department, 152 but has failed to subpoena the RNC for similar 
Justice Department requests to the RNC. 

IV. Accomplishments of the Campaign Finance Task Force 

The Campaign Finance Task Force of the Department of Justice 
was launched in December 1996. Contrary to the majority’s asser- 
tions, the Task Force has been effective. 

At its height, the Task Force was staffed by 126 people, including 
24 attorneys, 67 agents, and 35 support staff. 153 The Justice De- 
partment and the FBI estimated that they spent over $31 million 
on the Task Force through fiscal year 1999 alone. 154 Mr. Freeh tes- 
tified that he believed that he had all of the necessary resources 
to conduct the investigation. 155 Mr. Freeh also testified that “the 
FBI is not being impeded in any way in conducting our investiga- 
tion” and that the Task Force’s “marching orders are to go wher- 
ever the evidence leads them.” 156 Further, Mr. La Bella said that 
the Attorney General and the Deputy Attorney General “have told 
me to pursue the evidence wherever it leads. That is what I have 
done and what I expect the Task Force to continue to do.” 157 


anyone on his staff involved with the subpoena request had knowledge of the DCCC lawsuit 
until after the May 3 hearing in which Mr. Waxman made the request. Mr. Burton made this 
charge without asking either Mr. Waxman or his staff about the matter. See letter from Rep- 
resentative Henry Waxman to Representative Dan Burton (May 12, 2000) (attached as exhibit 
18). 

Mr. Burton’s May 11 letter also stated that with respect to the interview summaries con- 
cerning Mr. Barbour, “I agreed to issue a subpoena for the documents you requested, as long 
as other Justice Department materials already under subpoena are first provided.” This state- 
ment mischaracterized Mr. Burton’s May 3 commitment, in which he agreed to pursue both the 
majority and minority requests “simultaneously.” 

In his May 12 letter responding to Mr. Burton, Mr. Waxman noted that Mr. Burton had sev- 
eral options regarding how to proceed with his May 3 commitment: 

First, you could — and should — have honored your commitment and issued the appro- 
priate subpoena. 

Second, if you were suspicious of whether there was a connection between the DCCC 
lawsuit and my request for 302s, you could have asked me personally whether I had 
been aware of the lawsuit when I made the request or was coordinating with the DCCC 
on this matter .... 

Another alternative would have been for you to ask your staff to contact my staff to 
investigate and discuss your concerns relating to issuing the subpoena. . . . 

Alternatively, if you were intent on breaking your commitment regardless of the facts, 
you could have at least done so in a forthright manner, acknowledging that you had 
made an agreement you would no longer honor. 

Instead, you chose the worst option possible. Without bothering to consult with me, 
your May 11 letter reneges on your commitment on the basis of untrue allegations that 
you did not investigate. 

Letter from Representative Henry Waxman to Representative Dan Burton (May 12, 2000). 

152 Subpoena duces tecum from Committee on Government Reform to Democratic National 
Committee (Aug. 3, 2000). 

153 U.S. General Accounting Office, “Campaign Finance Task Force: Problems and Disagree- 
ments Initially Hampered Justice’s Investigation” (May 2000) (GAO/GGD-00-101BR). 

154 See id. 

155 Testimony of FBI Director Louis Freeh, House Committee on Government Reform, hear- 
ings on “The Current Implementation of the Independent Counsel Act,” 105th Cong., 1st sess., 
1152 (Dec. 9-10, 1997) (H. Rept. 105-89). 

166 Testimony of FBI Director Louis Freeh, House Committee on Government Reform, hear- 
ings on “The Current Implementation of the Independent Counsel Act,” 105th Cong., 1st sess., 
1129 (Dec. 9-10, 1997) (H. Rept. 105-^89). 

157 Statement of Charles La Bella (May 3, 1998) (attached as exhibit 19). 
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The Task Force has achieved important successes. It has pros- 
ecuted 25 people. 158 So far 19 individuals and 1 corporation have 
been convicted. 159 

At bottom, the majority’s complaints about Attorney General 
Janet Reno are based on her failure to initiate legal actions against 
the President and the Vice President. But her role is not to “get” 
the President or the Vice President. The Attorney General’s respon- 
sibility is to follow the evidence where it leads and to apply the law 
evenhandedly. The record before the Committee indicates that she 
has fulfilled her responsibility creditably. 

Hon. Henry A. Waxman. 

Hon. Tom Lantos. 

Hon. Major R. Owens. 

Hon. Edolphus Towns. 

Hon. Paul E. Kanjorski. 

Hon. Carolyn B. Maloney. 

Hon. Eleanor Holmes Norton. 

Hon. Chaka Fattah. 

Hon. Elijah E. Cummings. 

Hon. Dennis J. Kucinich. 

Hon. Rod R. Blagojevich. 

Hon. Danny K. Davis. 

Hon. John F. Tierney. 

Hon. Jim Turner. 

Hon. Harold E. Ford, Jr. 

Hon. Janice D. Schakowsky. 

[The exhibits referred to follow:] 


168 “Thai Businesswomen Agree to Plead Guilty to Campaign Financing Charges,” U.S. De- 
partment of Justice (June 21, 2000) (attached as exhibit 20). 

169 See id. 
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May 2, 1998, Saturday, Home Edition 
SECTION: Part A; Page 14; National Desk 
LENGTH: 948 words 
HEADLINE: NEWS ANALYSIS; 

HOUSE PROBE OF CAMPAIGN FUND-RAISING UNCOVERS LITTLE, PILES UP PARTISAN ILL 
WILL; 

CONGRESS: GOP INSULTS, DEMOCRATIC RIDICULE ARE LOW-LIGHTS OP COSTLY 
INVESTIGATION THAT HAS SPAWNED 600 SUBPOENAS BUT LED MOSTLY TO DEAD ENDS. 

BYLINE: MARC LACEY, TIMES STAFF WRITER 

DATELINE: WASHINGTON 

BODY: 


The House probe of campaign fund-raising abuses has degenerated into the 
congressional equivalent of a roomful of unruly youngsters hurling schoolyard 
taunts . 

It's the Democrats 1 fault. No, it's the Republicans' fault. Did notl Did sot 

The raultimillion-dollar investigation is distinguishing itself more for the 
intensity of its partisan clashes, which have been frequent, them for its 
revelations, which have been few and far between. 

Last week. Democrats on the House Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
exploded at Chairman Dan Burton's characterization of President Clinton as a 
"scumbag" and voted against granting immunity to four witnesses Republicans 
wanted to bring before the panel . 

The fight continued this week during testimony from a convicted bank 
president who was released from prison for the day so that he could explain his 
connection to $ 50,000 in allegedly illegal Venezuelan contributions made in 
1992. 

Rep. Henry A. Waxman (D-Los Angeles), tired of seeing the inquiry extend 
further and further back in time, complained to Burton: "At this rate, Mr. 
Chairman, it will be sometime in June that I expect we'll be focusing on the 
1960 campaign and taking testimony on whether President Kennedy stole the 
election. " 

Despite issuing a flurry of 600 subpoenas, committee investigators have 
largely run into dead end after dead end, the same fate that befell Whitewater 
sleuths before them. The media have largely moved on, and some Republicans who 
had regarded the donation scandal as their party's political battering ram now 
have lost interest in the complicated web of allegations. 
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"Barring some dramatic change, I think the Burton investigation is going to 
be remembered as a case study in how not to do a congressional investigation and 
as a prime example of investigation as farce," said Norman Ornstein, a 
congressional expert for the American Enterprise Institute, a conservative 
Washington think tank. 


An increasingly frustrated Burton has urged Democrats to reverse themselves 
and endorse witness immunity when he brings the issue up again next week. To 
proceed, he needs the support of seven of them. 

"If you don't like me, if you don't like my style, that's fine. I accept 
that," the Indiana Republican said. "But you're not punishing me; you're 
punishing the American people, who have a right to know." 

Still, Democrats show little signs of backing down. 

"There's no attempt to find truth here," complained Rep. Thomas M. Barrett 
(D-Wis.), one of the few lawmakers in either party to even attend this week’s 
daylong hearing. "This is simply an attempt to throw as much mud at the 
president as possible." 

The standoff has prompted House Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.), who has 
blasted the White House for obstruction, to propose moving a significant portion 
of the investigation to another committee. In the House Oversight Committee, 
headed by Rep. Bill Thomas (R-Bakersfield) , Republicans have a two-thirds 
majority, which would enable them to grant immunity to witnesses without support 
from Democratic members . 


Burton, unable to crack the case of Asian money that flowed into Democratic 
Party coffers in 1996, has veered off in unexpected directions. He blames the 
numerous key figures who have snubbed his investigators. 

"This committee has run into a stone wall of stalling and obstruction, " he 
said. 


To make his point, Burton aides erected a mock stone wall in the committee 
room last week featuring photographs of various officials who had invoked the 
5th Amendment or not cooperated with investigators overseas. 

Democrats, eager to needle Burton whenever they can, dismissed the display as 
something more appropriate for a grade-school classroom, 

Gingrich has complained that Waxman and his cohorts have no interest in 
getting at the truth, contrasting the ranking Democrat's performance with the 
bipartisanship exhibited by then -congressman Howard H. Baker Jr. during 
Watergate . 

Waxman ’s sharp rebuttal: He may be no Howard Baker but Burton is no Sam 
Ervin, the fair-minded Watergate chairman. 

Even the price-tag of the investigation is in dispute. Republicans say they 
have spent somewhere around $ 3 million to date, while Democrats have estimated 
the real cost as double that. 
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Waxman called the probe "the most expensive investigation in congressional 
history and the one that has produced the least new information," a shot that 
prompted Republicans to produce records showing that numerous congressional 
probes have been more expensive tha n Burton's. 

On Thursday, convicted felon Jorge Castro Barredo had a front-row seat for 
the action. 


After Castro Barredo laid out a scheme in which a Miami attorney allegedly 
arranged $ 50,000 in illegal contributions to the Democrats in 1992, Waxman 
sought to impeach his truthfulness. 

Castro Barredo, serving time in a New York state prison for looting a 
family-owned bank, acknowledged that he agreed to testify only after Burton 
agreed to write a letter that would aid him in obtaining a work release. 

"It seems to me that this is a very odd hearing to be held," Waxman said. 

"When Democrats pooh-pooh this investigation, it bothers me greatly," Burton 
replied. 

The attorney that Castro Barredo blamed, Charles A. Intriago, declined to 
testify before the panel. Instead, like so many potential witnesses before him, 
his attorney sent a letter denying the allegations and lamenting the fact that 
Intriago had been "unwillingly drawn into a nasty and vindictive political 
conflict. " 

As with most committee discussions, the matter remained unresolved as Castro 
Barredo was escorted by U.S. marshals back to the comparative calm of prison. 

LANGUAGE: English 


LOAD-DATE: May 2, 1996 
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Burton tape fiasco pitted 
panel’s pros vs. pols 


By Jock Friedly 


At its heart, the fiasco over the release 
of tapes of Webster Hubbell’s prison 
phone calls by Rep. Dan Burton's (R- 
Ind.) campaign finance 
probe highlights the 
sharp divisions that have 
plagued the House in- 
quiry from the outset. 

On the one hand are 
the political operatives like 
Oversight Coordinator 
David Bossie — worka- 
holic, Burton loyalist, sawv 
media handler, anti- 
Clinton zealot and 32-year- 
old volunteer firefighter 
from Burtonsville, Md. 

They have often found 
themselves at odds with David Bossie 
the professional investiga- 



tors and trained prosecutors on the staff 
of the Government Reform and 
Oversight Committee. 

The dispute pitted those who favored 


building a strong case in the hearing room 
.vs. those who tried their case in the media; 
those whose approach was methodical vs. 
those.who wan teda more scattershot probe; 
and those who sought a clear organizational 
structure vs. those who were 
more freewheeling. 

Political hands, for exam- 
ple, had recommended re- 
leasing transcripts of all the 
tapes of convicted Justice 
Department official Webster 
Hubbell’s conversations, 
committee sources said. The 
professionals were dead set 
against a general release. 

In the end, a compro- 
mise w'as reached in which 
part of the transcripts were 
released.. Ironically, it was 
this compromise that gave 
Democrats a wedge to 


charge that the Republicans had doc- 
tored the tapes, leading to Bossie’s forced 
resignation last week. 

■ CONTINUED ON PAGE 45 


2039 





2040 


Page 1 

Citation Search Result Rank 1 of 1 

5/13/98 WASHPOST A04 
5/13/98 Wash. Post A04 
1998 WL 11579956 

(Publication page references are not available for this document.) 

The Washington Post 

Copyright 1998, The Washington Post Co. All Rights Reserved 
Wednesday, May 13, 1998 
A Section 

Another Bump in Burton Panel's Road; Against Bitter Backdrop of Incivility; 

Chairman Again Will Seek Immunity for Witnesses 
Edward Walsh 

Washington Post Staff Writer 

If Rep. Dan Burton's Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
implodes in a storm of angry rhetoric and finger- pointing today, it 
will surprise no one who has followed its strange course for the last 
year. 

The remarkable level of partisan bitterness and incivility that 
has defined the House investigation of campaign finance abuses from 
the beginning will come to a head as Burton (R-Ind.) tries for a 
second time to win immunity grants for four witnesses, an effort that 
the committee's united bloc of Democrats prevented last month. Another 
"no" vote will force Republicans to move a part of the investigation 
to a different committee. 

The bickering could spill into the full House as well, if 
Democrats proceed with their threat to force a vote on removing Burton 
from the chairmanship as early as today -- and Republicans retaliate. 

The uproar, which further blunts any attempt to unearth details 
of the campaign scandal, is seen by many as the inevitable outcome of 
an ill -cast investigation. According to interviews with sources in 
both parties, the moribund committee has been harpered from the outset 
by Burton's intent to dominate the proceedings -- and willingness to 
play into the hands of Democrats eager to portray the probe as a 
partisan witch hunt. Divisions within the committee’s GOP staff caused 
delay and a lack of focus. 

"There were a lot of self-inflicted wounds," said a Republican 
source who asked not to be identified. 

"They made it easy because you can see they don’t know what 
they're doing and then all you do is document it," said Phil Schiliro, 
chief aide to Rep. Henry A. Waxman (Calif.), the committee's ranking 
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Democrat . 

Also crippling any effort at fact-finding was the refusal of 
more than 90 witnesses to testify, either by invoking a Fifth 
Amendment right against self -incrimination or by leaving the country 
--a point that Burton focused on when he took to the House floor 
yesterday afternoon to urge Democrats to allow the investigation to 
proceed . 

"This committee has been subjected to a level of stonewalling 
and obstruction that has never been seen by a congressional 
investigation," Burton said. "The fact that all these people have 
invoked their Fifth Amendment right to avoid self -incrimination is a 
•pretty strong indication that a lot of crimes were committed." 

Directing most of his fire at the White House and the 
Democratic National Committee, he gave a point -by-point chronicle of 
actions that he said have stalled the investigation. 

Speaking for the Democrats, Waxman said they would be willing 
to grant immunity if House Speaker Newt Gingrich (R-Ga.) agreed to 
remove Burton as chairman and change the rules of the committee to 
afford the minority more input into the process. 

"What we want is a real investigation, a legitimate 
investigation, not one which is a one-man show," Waxman told 
reporters. "The last time we voted for immunity we were burned." 

Adding to what Democrats have said is a pervasive mistrust of 
their Republican colleagues was the presence in the committee offices 
yesterday of David Bossie, Burton's chief investigator, who announced 
his resignation last week over his role in releasing edited 
transcripts of audio tapes of Webster L. Hubbell Bossie continues to 
receive phone calls and faxes at the panel's offices in the Rayburn 
House Office Building, and has no specified date of departure. He was 
unavailable for comment yesterday because he was heading into a staff 
meeting . 

Whatever the outcome of these two showdowns, they underscore 
how little progress has been made in an investigation that began more 
than a year ago and has cost several million dollars. During that 
time, the House committee has held only 16 days of public hearings, 
several of which were not directly related to campaign fund-raising 
abuses. It has also produced little information beyond what was 
disclosed during a. similar investigation by the Senate Governmental 
Affairs Committee last year. 

The immediate cause of the current furor surrounding the 
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investigation was the release by Burton and his staff of edited 
transcripts of the prison telephone conversations of Hubbell, the 
former associate attorney general . But according to Democrats and 
Republicans familiar with the investigation, the problems began long 
before the Hubbell tapes controversy. 

Before Hubbell there was Burton's statement to an Indianapolis 
newspaper that President Clinton is a "scumbag" and "that's why I'm 
after him." The "scumbag" remark got the most attention, but it was 
the "I'm after him" declaration that most appalled Republicans 
involved in the investigation. 

"There's not a judge or a prosecutor in America who talks about 
being after somebody," said one. 

Partisanship was always going to be a part of an investigation 
that Republicans hoped would uncover misdeeds and even illegalities by 
Democrats during the 1996 election cycle and Democrats hoped would 
expose the GOP as guilty of the same. Partisanship also plagued the 
Senate investigation, which several times bogged down in public 
displays of senatorial bickering. 

In Waxman, the Republicans faced an experienced legislative 
infighter. But even some Republicans now concede that Burton 
miscalculated when he adopted partisan rules -- for example, giving 
himself unilateral authority to issue subpoenas and release 
confidential information without a committee vote. 

"I don't think Burton realized the implications of his 
position," said one Republican. "It's like he can't help himself. His 
attitude is, 'I'm going to run the show, I’m not going to let anybody 
dictate to me . ' " 

Steve Ryan, a former Democratic counsel for the Senate 
Governmental Affairs Committee who teaches a course on congressional 
investigations at Georgetown Law School, said Burton "forgot the first 
rule of a congressional investigation: You don't necessarily have to 
be fair, but you have to appear to be fair." 

Norman Ornstein, a resident scholar at the American Enterprise 
Institute, said that Sen. Fred D. Thompson (R-Tenn.), who headed the 
Senate investigation, "tried manfully from the beginning to build 
bipartisan consensus," although not always with success. In contrast, 

Ornstein said, "from day one, Dan Burton did almost everything he 
could to destroy any chance that this would be seen as a bipartisan 
effort or an attempt to build a factual basis." 

Kevin Binger, Burton's chief of staff, disputed the assessment 
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that the House committee has done little. "We have accomplished more 
than people think, " he said, citing the panel's four days of hearings 
into the Interior Department's controversial rejection of an 
application for an Indian gambling casino in Hudson, Wis. Those 
hearings, while much more extensive than the Senate's, also failed to 
establish a solid link between the furious lobbying surrounding the 
casino application and the Interior Department's ultimate decision. 

Binger also defended the rules that Burton adopted, noting that 
Rep. Lee H. Hamilton (D-Ind.) also enjoyed unilateral authority to 
issue subpoenas during an earlier congressional investigation. Binger 
said Hamilton never had to use this rare authority because "he did not 
face a White House that stalls and stonewalls or confront 90 witnesses 
who have either taken the Fifth Amendment or fled the country." 

Whatever the reasons, it was the committee's most partisan 
members -- led by Burton on one side and Waxraan on the other -- who 
came to dominate its public sessions. Democrats were equally vitriolic 
in their comments, with a low point coming when Rep. Tom Lantos 
(D-Calif.) chastised a witness, independent counsel Donald C. Smaltz, 
for failing to mention that he was a registered Republican. Lantos 
shocked his colleagues by comparing Smaltz to Kurt Waldheim, who 
"conveniently forgot several years when hewas a Nazi." 

Republican moderates such as Rep. Constance A. Morelia (Md. ) 
for the most part found other things to do. Meanwhile, moderate and 
conservative Democrats such as Rep. Gary A. Condit (Calif.) closed 
ranks with their liberal colleagues on the immunity issue. 

"If they [Republicans] needed our votes, you'd think they would 
find some middle ground," Condit said. "It was almost like they didn't 
give two hoots. We were looking for some sign of cooperation that 
we ’ re in this together . " 

These public disputes were matched, according to committee 
sources, by internal divisions within the Republican staff. Referring 
to the faction led by David Bossie, a Republican veteran of the Senate 
campaign fund-raising investigation said, "I think there are more 
people over there [the House] who have an extreme anti-Clinton agenda 
that may not be helpful and may cloud the issues . " 

The infighting, which resulted in the departure of several 
experienced prosecutors, meant that when Burton became impatient to 
hold public hearings in the fall, "they were nowhere near ready," one 
source said. When hearings did begin in October, they lurched with no 
apparent theme or focus. "The tendency was to jump from one hot topic 
to the other to get on television," the source said. 
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More recently, the House investigation has focused on the 
question of foreign campaign contributions, although its most recent 
public hearings have concerned obscure cases dating from the 1992 and 
1994 campaigns that attracted scant attention. 

Staff writers George Lardner Jr. and Juliet Eilperin contributed to 
this report. 

TABULAR OR GRAPHIC MATERIAL SET FORTH IN THIS DOCUMENT IS NOT DISPLAY ABLE 

CAPTION: Rep. Dan Burton (R-Ind.) on his way from the House floor after 
delivering a speech in which he defended his handling of the campaign finance 
probe. 
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Democrats 
Say Burton 
Made Threat 


Against Reno 



Outside Finance Probe 


By Robehto Suro 
Wathington Post Staff Writer 


Democrats yesterday accused 
Rep. Dan Burton (Rind.), chairman 
•of the House Government Reform 
and Overagbt Committee, of threat- 
ening Attorney General Janet Reno 
with contempt of Congress if she 
does not seek an independent coun- 
sel m die campaign fifflPOe investi g a- 
tion. 

Defying a committee subpoena* 
Reno has refused to turn over docu- 
ments related to the mve8tigrtkm.Al 
a meeting with the attorney general 
y esterd ay. Burton said he planned to 
seek a contempt citation ageunst her 
horn die House when it reconvenes 
after summer recess in September* 
accor din g to r«i g>p«dnnfli aides of 
bod) parties. . . < • . 

However* Burton said he would 
drop the whole matter if Reno would 
ageeto seek an independent counsel 
before then, die aides said. 

hi a letter sent last night to Reno, 
Rep. Henry A. Waxznan (D.-Caffi.), 
who attended the meeting; said: “ft is 
obviously inappropriate-and at a 
mmnnjm a dear violation of die 
House ethics rides— for a member of 
Congress to 3eek to coarse m execa- 
tire branch to teadi a pf^le- 
termined coodusfon on a discretion* 
ay nutter, out tnat is cncqr wnt 

t- i Ini fun 9 * 

A senior Justice Department offi* 
dal depicted Barton's st a temen ts as 
^an unprecedented display of political 
tampering with law enforraneni” 

DeqyingthatBortonwasdueaten- 
ing the attorney general* Wffl Dwyer, 
the committee spokesman, add: 
“Congressman Burton is not trying 
to dictate a decision by the attorney 
general He is just trying to get her to 
produce subpoenaed documents ao- 
cording to lawful procedures.” 

Dwyer said “the only one teal 
objective here is getting an indepen- 
dent counsel as these documents 
advise her to da ... If she follows 
that advice, there will be no need for 
the documents." 

Burton's committee has subpoe- 
naed two internal JuBtice Depart* 


meat documents reco m mendi n g that 
Reno seek an independent counsel 
But Reno ami FBI Director Louis J. 
Freeh, who also attended the meet- 
ing yesterday, have repeatedly insist- 
ed that turning over the memos 
wodd damage the ongoing investiga- 
tion into fundraising by the 1996 
GmtoGore campaign. 

The subpoenaed documents are a 
memo from Freeh to Reno last No- 
vember and another delivered to her 
two weeks ago by the outgoing (hkf 
prosecutor of die Justice Depart- 
ment's campaign finance task force* 
Charfes G. LaMa. Both documents 
advise Reno that there is sufficient 
evidence of illegal fund-rasing in the 
1996 OkrtooGore redectioo effort 
fiat die law requires her to seek an 
independent coimsd* according to 
officials fanffiar with the memos. 

Reno rejected Freeh’s suggestion 
last December* and she told Burton 
yesterday that she is still reviewing 
L aBefla' 8 raongnmenri a tfons- 

Although he has previously threat- 
ened Reno with co n tempt over the 
subpoenaed documents, Burton for 
the first time yesterday explicitly 
linked the threat to Reno's pending 
dedsfon on file independent counsel 
matter* wn g»w»nnai and adminte* 
faation officiate said. 

“As for as 1 am concerned, fids 
discission constitutes an effort to 
extort a specific decision from the 
attorney general that is absolutely 
wrong 1 and an abuse of power” 
Waunan said in an interview. 

At yesterday's meeting. Burton 
told Row and Freeh that he had the 
support of the Republican leadership 
to seek contend against her, accord- 
ing to partk^aots. However, leader- 
ship aides said that white he has 
backing for Us efforts to subpoena 
the documents, the GOP leadership 
is for from conducting that it is 
willing to seek a contempt citation 
against Reno. 

Officiate said Burton rejected a 
proposal byReno and Freeh tocon- 
duct dosed briefing on file contents 
of the memos to Burton and mem- 
bers of the committee. 

Sen. Don Nicktes (R-Okk), the 
majority whq^ said in a speech on the 
Senate floor yesterday: Tf Attorney 
General Reno does not appoint a 
special counsel under the indepen- 
dent counsel statute to investigate 
campaign abuses by this administi*- 
tfon* I think she should resign.” 

Responding to Nfcktes’s remarks, 
Justice Department spokesman My- 
run Marfa said* “ft has long been a 

-*-t xL.1, n nlta.fl 

UKHaDBHl pnnB MB p f§ H rr* 

pressure has nopteoe in tew enforce- 
ment derisiona” 


Sktf writer Juliet EUperin 
contributed to this report 
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AN INDEPENDENT NEWSPAPER 


Mr. Burton Should Step Aside 


R EP. DAN Burton can no longer credibly 
serve as chairman of the House investiga- 
tion of Clinton administration fund-raising 
in last year's campaign. Mr. Burton should ac- 
knowledge as much and step aside. If he won’t, his 
party’s leadership should take the initiative to re- 
move him. The investigation, about some parts of 
which there already are serious disputes, otherwise 
runs the risk of becoming its own cartoon, a joke and 
a deserved embarrassment. 

Mr. Burton is reliably reported to have engaged in 
fund-raising practices that match in egregiousness 
the ones for which the administration is to be 
investigated. He used his seat as a senior member of 
the House International Relations Committee to help 
raise money from U.S. ethnic groups over whose 
native countries or brethren abroad he wielded great 
potential influence. At one point in the last campaign, 
he is said to have gone so far as to complain to the 
Pakistani ambassador here that a U.S. lobbyist for 
that country had failed to raise sufficient campaign 
money for him. An aide to then-Prime Minister 
Benazir Bhutto sent a fax to the lobbyist, a former 
Democratic National Committee and Carter adminis- 
tration official saying: “We were distressed to know 
from the embassy that Congressman Dan Burton 
says that you were unable to keep certain promises 
regarding fundraising for his refection campaign and 
. . . were . . . unhelpful in other matters. . . . This is 
most upsetting as he is a good friend of Pakistan.” 
Mr. Burton says be is the victim of an attempted 
Democratic smear— no doubt of that— that he did ask 
the lobbyist tojielp raise “legal contributions” and did 


later “express his disappointment” with the lobbyist in 
a conversation with the ambassador “in an offhand 
way,” but that was all. But that’s the outline of enough. 
The Clinton campaign is rightly being investigated in 
part for the money it raised from people with ties 
abroad. Among the questions is whether foreign 
governments were seeking to buy particular policies 
or influence with U.S. policymakers. There has been 
no shortage of indignation in Congress and elsewhere 
about that possibility, and it could be serious if true. 
There needs to be a forceful inquiry. Mr. Burton 
seems to us, by his own practices, to have forfeited the 
right to lead it. If there were credible testimony that, 
say, Vice President Gore had made a complaint to a 
foreign government of the sort ascribed to Mr. 
Burton, we have no doubt the congressman would be 
at the head of the line denouncing Mr. Gore’s behav- 
ior. He would be nght to do so, and by that same 
standard he needs now to withdraw. 

The House had been scheduled to vote today on 
the budget for the fund-raising inquiry. That vote 
should be postponed until this and other questions on 
the nature of the inquiry are resolved. The budget 
would be the largest ever for a House committee, 
and there continue to be disputes about both the 
scope of the investigation and the power to issue 
subpoenas and make public sensitive information, 
which Mr. Burton says should be his alone. 

But none of the power in this should be his. There 
ought to be a tough and authoritative investigation of 
how money was raised in the last campaign. Mr. 
Burton is not the person to conduct it. 


2048 


4/10/97 WSJ AI5 Page 1 

4/10/97 Wall St. J.A15 
1997 WL-WSJ 2416350 

(Publication page references are not available for this document) 


The Wall Street Journal 

Copyright (c) 1997, Dow Jones & Company, Inc. 

Thursday, April 10, 1997 

Politics & People: The Witch Hunt in the House 
By Albert R. Hunt . 

Rep. Dan Burton can be an engaging fellow. 
Overcoming a poor childhood with an abusive father, 
he's a plain-speaking, conservative Republican 
congressman. 

But the 58-year-old Indianan is ill-suited to his 
current task: To lead a House investigation into 
campaign-financing misdeeds by President Bill 
Clinton. Mr. Burton espouses fringe views and 
theories; he also has poor judgment and an erratic staff. 
And he is embroiled in his own campaign-financing 
scandal, which could prove dreadfully serious. 

The House Government Reform and Oversight 
Committee will vote today on the nature and scope of 
these hearings. The Republican leadership has two 
objectives: To cut up die president and to avoid 
anything that might bring pressure to change die sordid 
campaign-financing system that's so advantageous to 
incumbents. Many at the White House, meanwhile, 
privately relish Mr. Burton's role, figuring it will 
discredit serious inquiry into some outrageous conduct 

The biggest losers will be taxpayers. The Burton-led 
circus, which could cost between $6 million and $12 
million, will overlap the more substantive Senate 
hearings. "My goal is not to get Bill Clinton,” Mr. 
Burton insists in an interview. But he quickly adds that 
he possesses information that "strongly indicates illegal 
activity took place." 

If Sen. Fred Thompson, who heads die Senate inquiry, 
makes that assertion, take notice. But it is hard to take 
Rep. Burton seriously given his background. He is 
obsessed with the late White House lawyer Vince 
Foster’s suicide; he once even conducted a mock 
shooting in his backyard in hopes of proving that Mr. 
Foster was murdered. Although Whitewater 
independent counsel Kenneth Starr is expected soon to 
join all other relevant law enforcement authorities in 
concluding that Mr. Foster committed suicide, Mr. 
Burton says he still doesn't believe it A few years ago 
the same Mr. Burton advocated mandatory AIDS 
testing of every American. 


He also has little regard for fairness. The blizzard of 
allegations he’s leveled include charges that the White 
House is employing "hard drug users," but he's never 
substantiated that The more than 100 subpoenas that 
he has issued include one for all visitors to the 
residential portion of the White House since 1993; 
what’s he going to do with all of Chelsea Clinton's 
friends? 

Mr. Burton's staff is worse, particularly David Bossie, 
a 31 -year-old wacko who once helped write a book 
entitled "Slick Willie: Why Americans Cannot Trust 
Bill Clinton." A few months ago Mr. Bossie 
duplicitously obtained a Democratic fund-raiser's 
phone logs from another House committee and leaked 
them. 

Chairman Burton insists he was outraged and will fire 
Mr. Bossie if he does this again; few take this 
seriously. This wild-eyed conspiratorialist - "Ollie 
North without the judgment," in the words of one 
participant — inflames all of Mr. Burton's already 
incendiary instincts. (Rep. Burton seeks to downplay 
Mr. Bossie's clout, citing his "influential" committee 
counsel — but then forgets his last name.) 

Republican members, ranging from moderate Rep. 
Chris Shays to conservative Rep. Mark Sanford, say 
the inquiry must include congressional fund-raising 
abuses to avoid becoming a partisan witch hunt 
Chairman Burton and the GOP leadership are 
adamantly against this. 

Such an inquiry not only would deflect from the get- 
Clinton plan but also could be exceedingly 
embarrassing. In addition to the many House fund- 
raising scams, Mr. Burton has his own problems. The 
most serious involve foreign-policy related 
contributions, the sort that are at the core of the most 
significant charges against the Clinton campaign. 

Mr. Burton has parlayed his position on the House 
International Relations Committee to rake in big 
campaign contributions even though he has a safe seat, 
winning 75% of the vote last November. While 
championing their causes he has raised money from 
Puerto Rican-Americans, Cuban- Americans and most 
successfully from Sikhs, Kashmiris and Pakistanis in 
this country who like his anti-India and pro-Pakistan 
positions. 
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Mark Siegel, formerly the top lobbyist for the 
government of Pakistan, charges that Mr. Burton shook 
him down for contributions last year. When he didn't 
deliver enough, says Mr. Siegel, a longtime 
Democratic Party activist, the Indiana lawmaker 
threatened him, even complaining to the Pakistani 
ambassador. 

Mr. Burton has called Mr. Siegel a "liar," and charges 
that this "is a transparent attempt by the Democrats to 
stop my investigation ... 1 will not back down one 
foot." Yet the FBI is investigating and a grand jury has 
already convened. 

The evidence that Mr. Siegel offers is compelling. 
Documents from last July show that a top aide to then- 
Prime Minister Benazir Bhutto faxed Mr. Siegel that 
her government "is distressed" to learn that he was 
unable to keep "certain promises regarding fund- 
raising" to Mr. Burton and therefore is "no longer 
'persona grata' [sic]" in the congressman's office. That 
conforms to a conversation that Siegel associate Brian 
Sailer says he had with Mr. Burton about that time in 
which the Indiana congressman railed about Mr. Siegel 
not delivering enough money; therefore, Mr. Sailer 
says, the congressman declared Mr. Siegel "persona 
non gratis [sic]." 

Mr. Siegel, in a memo to Islamabad written July 25, 
1996 — months before any of die Clinton fund-raising 
scandals arose and before Mr. Burton ascended to the 
chairmanship of the Government Reform and 
Oversight Committee - laid out the case of Mr. 
Burton's shakedown that he is now apparently telling 
the grand jury. Moreover, three other lobbyists who 
worked with Mr. Siegel, including Mr. Sailer, a 
Republican, tell the same story, and presumably will do 
so before the grand jury. 

Mr. Burton's version - on the advice of counsel he 
now refuses to elaborate - doesn't hold up. On 
occasion he has dismissed die notion that he sought 
fund-raising help from the Pakistani lobbyists. Yet in 
1995 Mr. Siegel actually signed a $500 contribution 


Page 2 


from a pro-Pakistani group. Under other questioning, 
Mr. Burton has admitted that he mentioned "in an 
offhand" manner to the Pakistani ambassador that Mr. 
Siegel had failed to deliver on fund- raising promises. 
The most plausible explanation for this admission — 
the frank Mr. Burton does little in an "offhand" way — 
is that he wanted to punish Mr. Siegel by costing him 
his job. 

The Hobbs Act explicitly prohibits congressmen from 
extorting lobbyists and others for campaign 
contributions. Although rarely invoked, Stanley Brand, 
an expert on this law and a counsel to many 
Democrats, says of the allegations against Mr. Burton: 
"On its free this is a very heavy one." 

And Republican Rep. Shays acknowledges, "If this 
isn't resolved soon, if s going to cause serious problems 
for tins committee." Even if Mr. Burton steps down or 
is forced out, this ill-advised - and costly — 
investigative escapade should be curtailed. Otherwise 
taxpayers will be treated to a multimillion dollar 
travesty that would make the late Joe McCarthy proud. 
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A House Investigation Travesty 


House Republicans moved sensibly this week to 
expand the scope of the House investigation of 
campaign fund-raising abuses beyond Clinton cam- 
paign excesses to include Republican abuses as well 
— only to retreat the very next day. The inexcusable 
turnaround, a scandal by itself, now poses the 
prospect of an expensive and stridently partisan 
House inquiry. It will be an embarrassing contrast 
to the more promising bipartisan inquiry now get- 
ting under way in the Senate under Fred Thompson. 

There is no justification for the timid race from 
principle by Representatives Christopher Shays, 
Constance Morelia and other moderate Republicans 
on the Government Reform and Oversight Commit- 
tee. They at first pushed for a more evenhanded 
investigation but ultimately acquiesced to House 
rejection of the Senate's sound procedural safe- 
guards and broad mandate to scrutinize Presiden- 
tial and Congressional fund-raising abuses in both 
parties. 

Beyond the procedural issues, an even more 
basic problem looms over the House inquiry. That is 
the unfitness of the committee's chairman. Repre- 
sentative Dan Burton of Indiana, to conduct a 
sensitive ethics investigation. 

A Federal grand jury is now weighing charges 
by a former American lobbyist for the Government 
of Pakistan that appear to implicate Mr. Burton in a 
shakedown for campaign contributions not dissimi- 
lar to the son be would be looking into as committee 
chairman. Mr. Burton himself has admitted that he 
spoke to the Pakistani Ambassador when die lobby- 
ist failed to deliver on his fund-raising pledge, 
lending credence to die possibility that his actions 
violated the Federal Hobbs Act, which prohibits 
lawmakers from extorting lobbyists and others for 
campaign money. 

There is also the matter of Mr. Burra's Janu- 
sryfotftHding. Atou nsn c x es if ufly H O lk i tin gmvi- 
tatfont on several occasions from the ATfcT Corpo- 


ration to play in a tournament it sponsors in Califor- 
nia, Mr. Burton finally wangled one. The outing took 
place three weeks after he assumed the helm of the 
House committee that oversees the agency that 
awards government telephone and telecommunica- 
tions contracts worth billions of dollars. His accept- 
ance of a prized golf invitation flouted House gift 
rules designed to curb corrupting largess to law- 
makers. 

Other incidents raise questions about Mr. Bur- 
ton's judgment. Several years ago he advocated 
testing every American for the AIDS virus, a foolish 
and destructive enterprise on both health and pri- 
vacy grounds. His odd obsession with the suicide of 
Vincent Foster led him to stage a modi shooting in 
his backyard trying to prove that the White House 
lawyer had been murdered. His dubious choice for 
chief investigator in the campaign finance inquiry is 
David Bessie, a 31-year-old non-lawyer who has 
spent much of his professional life zealously work- 
ing to discredit President Clinton. So much for 
balance. 

All of this argues strongly against giving Mr. 
Burton the unilateral authority to issue subpoenas 
and release confidential information for the com- 
mittee, which he has just been granted. Ideally, the 
House Republican leadership would intervene to 
shove Mr. Burton aside and either develop a plan for 
a Joint inquiry with the Senate or, even better, let the 
Senate conduct the sole investigation, as happened 
in Watergate. But realistically. Speaker Newt Ging- 
rich's own ethics problems and shaky status as 
leader leave him in no condition to step in. The 
House as a whole must grapple with the problem. 

Americans deserve a prompt voce by the full 
House that puts all its lawmakers on record as to 
whether they endorse the parody of a reputable 
investigation now taking shape under Mr. Burton. A 
annual snowoown m wm s e nate mu wunuois m get 
H r. Tho mpson's inquiry on the right traefc 
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Reno Roast Embarrasses 
Nobody but Congress 

Grilling of attorney general is a sorry partisan spectacle 

O ver a span of five hours Tuesday, House sputtered, finally losing a bit of her studied 
Republicans grilledAtty. Gen.Janet composure. * , 

Reno with questions they knew Reno Reno and Freeh also were united in arguing 
could not, and would not, answer. Along the that disclosure of the.memo would set a bad 
way, Reno was threatened with both contempt precedent and discourage future FBI chiefs 
of Congress and impeachment proceedings, from discussing issues candidly with their boss, 
This was not an. outstanding example of the the attorney general. . ... \ 

proper use of Congress’ investigating powers. While we and other news organizations have 

Reno and FBI Director Louis J. Freeh were -reported 'em leaked documents in the past and 
summoned before the i House Government abhor secrecy in government, there is an enor- 
Reform and Oversight Committee by Chairman mous difference between a leak and compelled 
Dan Burton (R-Ind.) for an examination of disclosure. Federal executives need some lati- 
Reno's decision, to not request an independent tude for confidential discussions during the 
counsel to investigate the fund-raising prac-. decision-making process: Chairman Burton 
tices of President Clinton and Yice President A1 surely would insist on the same thing hi his 
Gore. The panel demanded to know why Freeh dealings with his own staff. 

: had disagreed with that decision, a fact that If Republicans hoped to drive an embarrass- 
became public with the leak of the general - ing wedge between Reno and Freeh, the effort 
conclusion of a confidential memo from Freeh. was in vain. Freeh steadfastly refused to criti- - 

Time and again; Reno and Freeh; were asked dze Reno, saying he had total confidence in her 
to reveal specifics of the memo, which Burton integrity and independence in making decisions 
had subpoenaed and which Reno and Freeh affecting the official she.answers to, the presi- 
refused to provide. Time and again, Reno and dent And if the Republicans thought their stri- 
Freeh refused, explaining that to do so could dent, repetitive questioning would make Reno 
compromise the ongoing Justice Department appear to be the willing political puppet of Bill 
investigation by tipping off targets about where Clinton, they were mistaken. All Burton and his 
the probe was headed. That would be “the allies managed to do was expose their effort far 
dumbeft thing" a prosecutor could do, Reno what it was— a partisan sideshow. 
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Dan Burton Is A Loose Cannon 


ep. Dan Burton is oat of control 

His public release of taped tele- 
phone conversations between Webster 
HubbeU and his with and his lawyer 
when Mr. HubbeU was in prison was an outra- 
geous invasion of privacy. 

Mr. Burton added insult to injury by editing 
the transcripts he initially released to make Mr. 
HubbeU* President Clinton and Hillary Rodham 
Clinton look as bad as possible. 

This is only the latest in a string of offensive 
incidents showing dial Mr. Burton will not let' 
good judgment stand in the way of his crusade to 
bring down Mr. Clinton. 

Unwittingly, the rabidly partisan Indiana 
Republican is turning out to be the best friend 
the president has. 

It’s not easy to muster sympathy for Mr. 
HubbeU. Mrs. Clinton’s former law partner. He 
served time in prison for overbilling clients of 
the Rose Law Firm in Little Rock, charges that 
were port of the extended Whitewater investiga- 
tion conducted by Independent Counsel Kenneth 
Starr. 

Last week, Mr. HubbeU. now out of prison, 
was indicted on charges of evading taxes. The 
indictment is thought to be Mr. Starr’s way of 
squeezing Mr. Hubbell into telling him whether 
payments made to Mr. HubbeU by friends of the 
Clintons - income on which he allegedly paid 
only part of the taxes due — were supposed to be 
hush money to keep him from spilling Whitewa- 
ter details that would Implicate the president 


Mr. Burton has managed to make the former 
No. 3 person in the Justice Department look like 
a martyr. 

As chairman of a House committee investi- 
gating campaign-finance abuses, Mr. Burton has 
concentrated entirely on alleged wrongdoing by 
Democrats. 

He has ignored repeated requests to investi- 
gate allegations of Republican misdeeds. 

Recently, the chairman called the president 
a “scumbag” — this during the course of an 
investigation* before anything has been proved. 
HU crude language offended even such critics of 
Mr. Clinton as House Speaker Newt Gingrich, 
Some Republicans understandably think the in- 
vestigation should be shifted to another commit- 
tee with a credible chairman. 

Mr. Burton's calculated release of the Hub- 
ble tapes should be regarded as the last straw. 

Lawyer-client conversations and communi- 
cations between spouses should be sacrosanct in 
any system that honors privacy rights. Yes, Mr. 
Hubbell knew that his prison phone conversa- 
tions were being taped. 

But who could have anticipated that a rene- 
gade congressional committee chairman would 
subpoena the tapes and release them to the pub- 
lic, disregarding federal prison policy and provi- 
sions of the Privacy Act? 

People have much to tear from an elected 
official who takes such liberties and abuses his 
power. Mr. Burton is • poor excuse for a public 
servant. 
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The Dan Burton Problem 


By now even Representative Dan Burton ought 
to recognize that he has become an impediment to a 
serious Investigation of the 1996 campaign finance 
scandals. He has dismissed David Bossle, the mis- 
chievous aide who helped issue inaccurate tran- 
scripts of Webster HubbelTs J allhouse conversa- 
tion*, and has apologized to his fellow Republicans. 
But: that cannot compensate for inept behavior that 
has; hobbled the inquiry and complicated Independ- 
ent: Counsel Kenneth Starr's criminal investigation 
of intriguing comments on the tapes. If the House 
inquiry is to be responsible, someone else on Mr. 
Bt arum's committee should run it 

Coming on the heels of an impolitic remark by 
Mr. Burton about the President two weeks ago, the 
tapes fiasco is forcing House Republicans to con- 
front two blunders. The first was to entrust the 
i investigation of campaign finance abuses to Mr. 
Burton, the chairman of the House Government 
Reform and Oversight Committee. The second was 
to give him unilateral power to release confidential 
information. Mr. Burton, a fierce partisan not 
known for balanced judgment, was plainly the 
wrong man for a sensitive job. 

When the committee convenes next Wednes- 


day, Democrats plan to offer motions to transfer 
leadership of the inquiry to another Republican on 
the committee. They will also ask the committee to 
adopt the same bipartisan rules for issuing subpoe- 
nas and releasing documents that have been fol- 
lowed by all previous Congressional investigations. 

But it should not come to that If Mr. Burton will 
not step aside, Speaker Newt Gingrich should con- 
vene the Republican caucus and ask it to name a 
replacement Mr. Gingrich should also agree to 
rules both to provide a check on the new chairman’s 
power and to enhance bipartisanship. 

At the same meeting, the committee will wres- 
tle with whether to grant immunity from. prosecu- 
tion to four witnesses who are expected to testify 
about questionable donations to Democrats in the 
1996 campaign. House Democrats have threatened 
to block immunity as leverage to win a rules change 
granting them more say. By agreeing to improve- 
ments in the rules. Republicans would remove a 
major criticism of the committee’s process as well 
as the Democrats’ excuse for denying immunity. 

For now, Mr. Gingrich seems determined to 
back Mr. Burton. That will only delay getting a 
truthful account of fund-raising in the 1996 election. 
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Mistakes were made: Burton inquiry can't 
reach a credible conclusion 


(Published May 11. 1998) 

m The wheels began to oamc off Rep. Dan Burton’s inquiry into campaign 
ftmd raising even before his Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
started looking into matters in mid- 1997. That runaway bus is careening even 
more dangerously today. 

Initial problems centered cm Burton himself; who was charged in March 1997 
with threatening to ruin a Pakistan lobbyist who didn't come up with the 
campaign donations Bu rton demanded. Having those charges raised while he 
was proposing to investigate foreign fund-raising abuses might have 
chastened a lesser spirit, but Burton pressed on, denying a memo accusing 
him of the shakedown. 

In July of last year. Burton’s chief investigator quit the probe, saying he 
hadn't been ^ven authority to run "a professional, credible investigation." 
The resignation of former federal prosecutor James Rowley and others added 
weight to charges that Burton had "cooked foe investigation" before it began 
and intended only to skewer President Clinton and Democrats, rather than 
looking impartially at all fund raising. 

Burton's next big misstep came m April, when he told a newspaper editorial 
board Clinton is a "scum bag" and "that’s why I*m after him 11 Members of 
Congress bristled at the crude slur; Burton's declared intention to "get" the 
president in his inquiry seemed like foe bigger problem. 

Now Burton and staff are in hot water again, this time after releasing edited 
transcripts of jailhouse conversations involving former Clinton pal and 
appointee Webster HnbbelL After initially defending foe editing and 
promising bombshell release of foe entire conversations. Burton has now 
been forced to accept the resignation of his chief aide, acknowledging that 
"mistakes were made" in foe process. 

Indeed they were. It’s hard to imagine that transcripts could have innocently 
omitted items such as Hubbell’s statement that Hillary Rodham Clinton "had 
no idea" about billing irregularities at the heart of foe controversy. Given 
Burton's record and his declared intention to go after foe president, a 
reasonable pers o n would assume the distortions were intentional. 

Even Clinton opponents among congressional Republicans recognize that 
Burton's antics only distract from genuine inquiry into these issues. Like 


1 Of 2 


S/1 1/98 4:52 



2057 


Mistaices were mtde: Burton inquiry cant 


Burton’® antic;* only distract ftom gratoine inquiiy into tbeae issues. Like 
Kenneth. Starr's rapsated misstep* and bhmdbm in Hie independent eounseTs 
igye Mj g qtirai, gpefa d i s tin ct ion s r-h anp nn the p ro cess mad rob it of credibility. 
No matter whal the Hnbbefl tapes finally reveal, they are new tainted by the 
residue of Btttton’a partisan sideshow. 
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V^o^ort'can debate from here to a^fourn- 
I . n ment the wisdom of Atty. Gen. Janet 
Reno's decision— eo far— not to request 
appointment of an independent counsel to take 
over the investigation of fund-raising abuses in 
the 1996 presidential campaign. Even now 
there may be cause to take the investigation out 
of the Justice Department and turn it over to an 

outsider. But that decision is 

Reno's alone to make on the 

basis of Tier information and Appoutiinga 

her interpretation at the law. counsel in 

Congress has no business contributio 

threatening R iprap with con- . n 

tempt chargesfor declining decision is R 
to tugi ovqr.tb & Bouse com- makeontht 

mdttee memos from three informati 

subordinates who have urged imeroretatk 

her to trigger the indepen- ¥ 

dent counsel law. This is a “ 

fishing expedition by Chairman Dan Burton (R- 
Ind.) of the House Government Reform and 
Oversight Committee, and the panel should 
reject the request if Burton insists on putting 
theissue to a vote today. Better yet would be for 
Burton to acknowledge the idea is wrong- 
headed and drop it altogether. 

The detailed memos were written by FBI 
Director Louis J. Freeh, Assistant U.S. Atty. 
Charles G. LaBella and FBI Special Agent 
James V. Desarno. All three confirmed to the 


Appointing an independent 
counsel in campaign 
contribution case: that 
decision is Reno* s alone to 
make on the basis of her 
information and her 
interpretation of the law . 


outside prosecutor should be summoned. But 
the three also resisted; a pprop ria tely. Burton's 
efforts to elicit the thinking behind their rec- 
ommendations. The memos are filled with 
details at the investigation to date. To disclose 
them would give targets— possibly including 
President Clinton and Vice President A1 Gore— 

road maps to the federal cases 

. ' against them, the Justice offi- 

independent dalssakL 

ampaign Government executives 

case- that need to have confidential 

, , * - ^ . communications with subor- 

10 s alone to an d advisers. Without 

Hisisqfher usability to freely discuss 

x and her issues and policy alternatives, 

of the law decision-making would occur 

* in an uninformed vacuum. 

Just as well throw darts and 
pick options from the dartboard. 

The precedent Rep. Burton seeks could make 
the executive branch a ground for all sorts of 
witch hunts by those who second-guess 
motives and judgments of decision- makers. 
Good executives make choices and accept 
responsibility for them. 

Reno is the attorney general. Right or wrong, 
she is making the decision and ultimately she — 
not Freeh, LaBella or Desarno— will be judged 
for it 
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A Times Editorial 

^CiassSierfe ' 

Give Reno some room 


© St. Petersburg Times, published August 6, 1998 
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"f* he heat has been turned up so high under Attorney 
1 General Janet Reno, she's starting to roil. Because of her 
stubborn refusal so far to appoint an independent counsel to 
investigate campaign fund-raising during the 1996 presidential 
election cycle, partisans in Congress are gunning for her. Rep. 

Dan Burton, R-Ind., who chairs the House Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight, is threatening to cite Reno 
for contempt for refusing to turn over confidential memorandums i 
that recommend she appoint an independent prosecutor. 

i 

1 

Reno should have appointed an independent counsel two years 
ago when credible evidence of campaign law violations by the 
Clinton-Gore campaign first emerged. However, Reno is right to ; 
withhold the memos written by Charles LaBella, who until last 
month was chief of the Justice Department task force 
investigating campaign financing practices, and Louis Freeh, 
director of the FBI. Turning such sensitive documents over to a 
congressional committee would put the ongoing investigations at 
risk. 

1 

1 

i 

On Tuesday, LaBella admitted to Burton's committee that his 
memo concluded, as a matter of law, that Reno must appoint an 
independent counsel, a conclusion shared by Freeh. At the same 
time LaBella warned that the release of the document, which he 
described as being 94 pages long with a stack of attachments a 
foot thick, would be "devastating to the investigations'' and 
would "undercut what any prosecutor would do, whether an 
independent counsel or a Department of Justice prosecutor." 


If the committee's purpose is getting at the truth rather than 
merely trying to embarrass the Clinton administration, it should 
back off. The integrity of the investigations is more important 
than a few congressional Republicans grabbing some headlines. 
Burton should stop this showboating and follow the lead of his 
more temperate colleagues. Both Rep. Henry Hyde, R-Ill., and 
Sen. Orrin Hatch, R-Utah, who chair the House and Senate 
judiciary committees, have agreed to give Reno the time she says 
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she needs to reconsider invoking the independent counsel statute. j 

Where politics end and legitimate motives begin has never been j 
easy to discern in Washington, especially in the nasty partisan 
atmosphere of the moment What is clear is that Burton should 
| wipe away the froth around his mouth and stop demanding 
jinformation that he has no right to. For her part, Reno should 
heed the advice of her top investigators and band this whole mess 
over to an independent counsel. 
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Published Thursday. August 6. 1998. in the Miami Herald 

Tell him No, Ms. Reno! 

DON'T YIELD TO BURTON 

House panel's demand for secret memos could ruin Justice's 
investigation of campaign-finance abuses. 

If you want to rid your house of rats, one extremely effective way is to bum 
down the house. That's essentially what U.S. Rep. Dan Burton, R-Ifl., seems 
wiQmg to do by threatening Attorney General Janet Reno with contempt of 
Congress unless she gives his committee two memos urging her to appoint an 
independent counsel to investigate 1996 campaign-finance abuses. 

One memo is from FBI Director Louis J. Freeh. The other is from Charles G. 
La Bella, former head of a Justice Department task force investigating 
campaign-funds abuses. Both memos urged Ms. Reno to name an 
independent counsel. This page also has urged her to, more than once. But so 
for she refuses. 

Ms. Reno said on Tuesday that she needs three more weeks to study the 
94-page La Bella memo and its foot-thick stack of backup documents. Sen. 
Onin Hatch, R-Utah, chair of the counterpart Senate committee, is waiting 
until after Congress's recess before considering contempt proceedings. But 
not Mr. Burton. He wants the memos now. 

Stand fast, Ms. Reno. Don't yield them. 

Mr. Burton's request is dangerous. It's more than laced with his palpable 
political motives. Worse, it's also bereft of any sign that he has weighed what 
these memos, if leaked, could do to the Justice Department's own 
investigation. 

Furthermore, let's recall what Mr. Burton did recently with transcripts of 
Webster HubbeU’s phone calls from prison to his wife. Before releasing the 
transcripts, Mr. Burton deleted portions in which Mr. Hubbetl exonerated 
Hillary Rodham Clinton from improper activity in the Whitewater land deal. 
Only when a TV newsman confronted him with the unedited transcripts did 
Mr. Burton acknowledge the, ah, inadvertent deletions. 

So we have two sound reasons for not trusting Mr. Burton with these memos. 
First, he might leak selected portions, as with the HubbeUs' phone chats, and 
withhold portions that fovored President Clinton and the Democrats. 

Second, any premature disclosure of these memos - especially of Mr. La 
Bella's, which refers to grand-jury and other evidence — could be devastating 
to the campaign-finance investigation. Given the sieve that is Washington, 
you can bet that someone, somehow, would leak that information. It would 
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happen. 

That price is simply not worth the peril - except to partisan hotheads. So 
while we again urge Ms. Reno to name an independent counsel in this matter, 
as she has in 10 other instances, we also urge her to defy Mr. Burton and his 
ill-advised subpoena. 

.4 ^ 1 

w 
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Mr : Burton and Ms. Reno 


T HE HOUSE Go vernm ent Reform and 
v/vcraijgnt UMflaiiuges vote ywitrQay to 
cite the attorney general for contempt of 
Co ngr ess is a dangerous political inte rfer e n c e in 
a law enforcement decision that threatens to 
undennme the Justice D ep a rtmen t ' s campaign 
finance mvestigatioor-an i nterference, iroifinl- 
fcr, by the same people who purport to want a 
vigorous investigation. 

The citation resulted from the staring contest 
between committee Chairman Dan Burton and 
Janet Reno over a subpoena he issued to her for 
confidential memoranda written by FBI Director 
Louis Freeh and the former chief of the depart- 
ment's task force, Charles LaBefla. Both had 
advised Ms. Reno to appoint an independent 
counsel— advice she basso for rqected. Ms. 
Reno has, f u rt h ermore, not said enough in 
w pLinuty^ of her posrtaon on t he mdepeodent 
counsel question, so a ce rtain fru stra tio n with 
her reficoaoe fo appropriate. 

But her refusal to turn over the memoranda is 
no n e t h ele ss correct, and Mr. Burton's a pproach 
to the ma t ter has been nothing less than 
fouggish. The memos are quite detailed and 
would offer possible targets of the department's 
probe an in-depth look at foe Justice Depart- 
ment's prosecutorial strategy aod theories. The 
TjMh m emo randum is abn the adject of 
current review; as M& Reno says she has yet to 
decide whether his lengthy discussion of foe 
evidence persuades her finally to invoke foe law. 
She has offered to brief Mr. Burton on its 


contents, but has asked for three weeks to finiah 
conridcri ngito recommen da ti o n s . 

This reasonable ac commodation was not 
good enough for Mr. Burton when Mb. Reno 
(xpuBMai oer postcion co mm sc a meeting last 
week. Acconfiog to a letter by Rep. Henry 
Wazman (DCafiL), who was present along with 
Mr. Freeh, Mr. Burton told her he would begin 
the process of seeking a contempt citation for 
her failure to prodnoe foe memoranda. But, he 
added, foe matter would oof come up on foe 
House floor until Coogness reco n vene s in Sep- 
tember, and he would drop foe matter if foe 
aught an independe nt c oun sel before then. M r. 
wazmanrs jener accusea Mr. Burton ot atop 
canon ana ot seeking u> coerce an erecunve 
. oranen oniriai co reacn a prawffiM oonent- 
afon on a discretionary matter.” 

Mr. Burton has deified tins, hut hb own 
gtatrmim oimBiwwiM 
would certainly prefer to have foe docmnentstD 
review, rather than hold foe Attorney General in 
contempt lorrentsuigumgressr k’liMiraste over- 
sight in these matters,” he wrote Mr. Waxnssm 
oaMonday.^Obvioufo.adecisioQtoappocatan 
independent counsd might make foe oversight 
of foe Justice Department's investijp tion moot* 
The hp^ a ample statement of foot 

from a threat can be a thin one. Mr. B u rton 
should not be forting with it, and Ms. Reno— 
right or wrong on foe independent counsel 
question— is right in her refusal to he buffied. 
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Over the past eight years. Chairman Dan Burton of the House Government Reform Committee 
and other Republican leaders have repeatedly made sensational allegations of wrongdoing by the 
Clinton Administration. In pursuing such allegations, Chairman Burton alone has issued over 
900 subpoenas; obtained over 2 million pages of documents; and interviewed, deposed, or called 
to testify over 350 witnesses. The estimated cost to the taxpayer of investigating these 
allegations has exceeded $23 million. 1 

Chairman Burton or other Republicans have charged that Deputy White House Counsel Vince 
Foster was murdered as part of a coverup of the Whitewater land deal; that the White House 
intentionally maintained an “enemies list” of sensitive FBI files; that the IRS targeted the 
President's enemies for tax audits; that the White House may have been involved in “selling or 
giving information to the Chinese in exchange for political contributions”; that the White House 
“altered” videotapes of White House coffees to conceal wrongdoing; that the Clinton 
Administration sold burial plots in Arlington National Cemetery; that prison tape recordings 
showed that former Associate Attorney General Webster Hubbell was paid off for his silence; 
that the Attorney General intentionally misled Congress about Waco; and that problems with the 
White House e-mail archiving system are “the most significant obstruction of Congressional 
investigations in U.S. history” and “reach much further” than Watergate. 

This report is not intended to suggest that President Clinton or his Administration have always 
acted properly. There have obviously been instances of mistakes and misconduct that deserve 
investigation. But frequently the Republican approach -- regardless of the facts — has been 
“accuse first, investigate later.” Further investigation then often shows the allegations to be 
unsubstantiated. In fact, FBI interviews showed that one widely publicized Republican 
allegation was based on nothing more than gossip at a congressional reception. 

This approach has done great harm to reputations. The unsubstantiated accusations have 
frequently received widespread attention. For example. Chairman Burton’s allegation regarding 
White House videotape alteration received widespread media coverage. It was reported by 
numerous television news programs, including CBS Morning News, 2 CBS This Morning, 3 NBC 
News At Sunrise, 4 NBC’s Today 3 ABC World News Sunday, 6 CNN Early Prime? CNN Morning 
News? CNN’s Headline News? CNN’s Early Edition? 0 Fox’s Morning News? 1 and Fox News 
Now/Fox In Depth? 2 In addition, newspapers across the country, including the Washington 
Post? 3 the Las Vegas Review-Journal ? 4 the Houston Chronicle , 13 the Commercial Appeal? 6 and 
the Sun-Sentinel? 7 published stories focusing on the allegation. Two months later, when Senator 
Fred Thompson announced that there was no evidence that the videotapes had been doctored, 
there was minimal press coverage of his statement. 18 

The discussion below examines the facts - and lack thereof - underlying over 25 of the most 
highly publicized allegations. 

Allegation: During 1994 and 1995, Chairman Burton suggested numerous times on the 
House floor that Deputy White House Counsel Vince Foster had been murdered and that 
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h!s murder was related to the investigation into President and Hillary Clinton's 
involvement in the Whitewater land deal 1 ’ 

The Facts : Chairman Burton's allegations have been repeatedly repudiated. 

On August 10, 1993, the United States Park Police announced the following conclusions of its 
investigation: "Our investigation has found no evidence of foul play. The information gathered 
from associates, relatives and friends provide us with enough evidence to conclude that . . . Mr. 
Foster was anxious about his work and he was distressed to the degree that he took his own 
life.” 20 On June 30, 1994, Independent Counsel Robert Fiske issued his report stating that "[t]he 
overwhelming weight of the evidence compels the conclusion . . . that Vincent Foster committed 
suicide.” 21 

More recently, on October 10, 1997, Independent Counsel Ken Starr concluded: "The available 
evidence points clearly to suicide as the manner of death.” 22 

Allegation: In 1995 and 1996, Republicans alleged that the White House fired the 
employees of the White House travel office so that White House travel business would be 
given to Harry Thomason, a political supporter of President Clinton. The Chairman of the 
House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, William F. Clinger, said he saw 
the First Lady’s “fingerprints” on efforts to cover up and lie about the travel office 
firings. 23 Discussing the travel office matter. Rep. Dan Burton said, “The First Lady, 
according to the notes we have, has lied.” 24 

The Facts : In June 2000, the Office of the Independent Counsel issued a press release 
announcing that its investigation into the Travel Office matter had concluded. Independent 
Counsel Robert Ray stated: 

This Office has now concluded its investigation into allegations relating to Mrs. 

Clinton’s statements and testimony concerning the Travel Office firings and has fully 
discharged [her] from criminal liability for matters within this Office’s jurisdiction in the 
Travel Office matter. 25 

Allegation: In June 1996, Chairman Burton alleged that the White House had improperly 
obtained FBI files of prominent Republicans and that these files “were going to be used for 
dirty political tricks in the futnre.” 24 Committee Republicans aborcleased a report 
suggesting that tile files were being used by toe^CUnto^AdministratioF to compile s “hit 
list” or an “enemies list” 27 

The Facts : These allegations have been thoroughly investigated by theOffice of the Independent 
Counsel and repudiated. The Independent Counsel had been charged with examining whether 
Anthony Marceca, a former White House detailee who had requested the FBI background files at 
issue, senior White House officials, or Mrs. Clinton had engaged in illegal conduct relating to 
these files. 
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According to the report issued by Independent Counsel Ray in March 2000, “neither Anthony 
Marceca nor any senior White House official, or First Lady Hillary Rodham Clinton, engaged in 
criminal conduct to obtain through fraudulent means derogatory information about former White 
House staff.” The Independent Counsel also concluded that “Mr. Marceca’ s alleged criminal 
conduct did not reflect a conspiracy within the White House,” and stated Mr. Marceca was 
truthful when he testified that “[n]o senior White House official, or Mrs. Clinton, was involved 
in requesting FBI background reports for improper partisan advantage-” 28 

Allegation: Beginning in 1996, Chairman Burton and other Republican leaders suggested 
that there was a conspiracy between the Chinese government and the Clinton 
Administration to violate federal campaign finance laws and improperly influence the 
outcome of the 1996 presidential election. In a February 1997 interview on national 
television. Chairman Burton stated: 

If the White House or anybody connected with the White House was selling or 
giving information to the Chinese in exchange for political contributions, then we 
have to look into it because that’s a felony, and you’re selling this country’s security 
- economic security or whatever to a communist power. 29 

Further, on the House floor in June 1997, Chairman Burton alleged a “massive” Chinese 
conspiracy: 

We are investigating a possible massive scheme ... of tunneling millions of dollars 
of foreign money into the U.S. electoral system. We are investigating allegations 
that the Chinese government at the highest levels decided to infiltrate our political 
system. 30 

The Facts : The House Government Reform Committee to date has spent four years and over 
$8 million investigating these allegations. No evidence provided to die Committee substantiates 
the claim that the Administration was “selling or giving information to the Chinese in exchange 
for political contributions.” 

The FBI obtained some evidence that China had a plan to try to influence congressional 
elections. 31 However, no evidence was provided to the Committee that the Chinese government 
carried out a “massive scheme” to influence the election of President Clinton. 

Allegation: In June 1997, Rep. Gerald Solomon, the Chairman of the House Rules 
Committee, claimed that he had “evidence” from a government source that John Huang, 
the former Commerce Department official and Democratic National Committee fundraiser, 
had “committed economic espionage and breached our national security.” This allegation 
was reported on national television and in many newspapers across the country. 32 

The Facts : In August 1997, and again in February 1998, Rep. Solomon was interviewed by the 
FBI to determine the basis of Rep. Solomon’s allegations. During the first interview. Rep. 
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Solomon told the FBI that he was told by a Senate staffer at a Capitol Hill reception that the 
staffer “received confirmation that ‘a Department of Commerce employee had passed classified 
information to a foreign government/” According to the FBI notes on the Solomon interview, the 
Senate staffer did not say that the employee was John Huang, nor did he say that information 
went to China. Rep. Solomon did not know who the staffer was. 33 

In his second interview with the FBI, Rep. Solomon recalled that what the staffer said to him 
was: “Congressman you might like to know that you were right there was someone at Commerce 
giving out information.” Again in this interview, Rep. Solomon told the FBI that he did not 
know the name of the staffer who made this comment. 34 

Allegation: In August 1997, several Republican leaders called for an independent counsel 
to investigate allegations by Democratic donor Johnny Chung that former Energy 
Secretary Hazel O’Leary had, in effect, “shaken down” Mr. Chung by requiring him to 
make a donation to the charity Africare as a precondition to a meeting with her. On 
national television, Republican National Committee Chairman Jim Nicholson stated, “[W]e 
need independent investigation made of people like Hazel O’Leary.” 35 Rep. Gerald 
Solomon, the Chairman of the House Rules Committee, criticized the Attorney General for 
being “intransigent” in refusing to appoint an independent counsel. 3 * 

The Facts : A Department of Justice investigation found “no evidence that Mrs. O’Leary had 
anything to do with the solicitation of the charitable donation.” 37 In fact, it turned out that 
Secretary O’Leary’s first contact with Mr. Chung occurred after Mr. Chung had made his 
contribution, making the allegation factually impossible. 38 

Allegation: In September 1997, Chairman Burton suggested on national television that the 
Clinton Administration was engaging in an ’’abuse of power” by using the Internal 
Revenue Service (IRS) to retaliate against the President’s political enemies. 39 The 
Washington Times also quoted the Chairman as stating: “One case might be a coincidence. 
Two cases might be a coincidence. But what are the chances of this entire litany of people 
— all of whom have an adversarial relationship with the President — being audited?” 40 

The Facts : The Chairman’s remarks related to allegations that the IRS was auditing conservative 
groups and individuals for political purposes. According to these allegations, several non-profit 
tax-exempt organizations that supported positions different from those of the Clinton 
Administration were being audited while other organizations favored by the Administration were 
not. 41 

The Joint Committee on Taxation conducted a three-year bipartisan investigation of these 
allegations. In March 2000, the Committee reported that it had found no evidence of politically 
motivated IRS audits. 42 Specifically, the bipartisan report found there was “no credible evidence 
that tax-exempt organizations were selected for examination, or that the IRS altered the manner 
in which examinations of tax-exempt organizations were conducted, based on the views 
espoused by the organizations or individuals related to the organization.” Further, the report 
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found “no credible evidence of intervention by Clinton Administration officials (including 
Treasury Department and White House officials) in the selection of (or the failure to select) tax- 
exempt organizations for examination.” 43 

Allegation: In October 1997, Chairman Burton held a hearing which he claimed would 
produce evidence of “blatantly illegal activity by a senior national party official.” 44 The 
star witness at that hearing, David Wang, alleged that then-DNC official John Huang had 
solicited a conduit contribution from him in person in Los Angeles on August 16, 1996. 4S 

The Facts : It was Charlie Trie and his associate Antonio Pan, not John Huang, who solicited Mr. 
Wang. Unlike Mr. Huang, Mr. Trie and Mr. Pan were never “senior officials” at the DNC. 

Credit card records, affidavits, and other evidence conclusively demonstrated that Mr. Huang had 
been in New York, not Los Angeles, on the day in question. 46 Mr. Huang later testified before 
the Committee and denied Mr. Wang’s allegations. 47 On March 1, 2000, Democratic fundraiser 
Charlie Trie appeared before the Committee and acknowledged that it had been he and Mr. Pan, 
not Mr. Huang, who had solicited the conduit contribution. 48 

Allegation: At an October 1997 hearing before the House Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight, Chairman Burton publicly released a proffer from Democratic 
fundraisers Gene and Nora Lum. Chairman Burton stated that the proffer indicated that 
“the solicitation and utilization of foreign money and conduit payments did not begin after 
the Republicans won control of the Congress in 1994. Rather, it appears that the seeds of 
today's scandals may havebeen planted as early as 1991.” 49 Specifically, the proffer 
suggested that President Clinton endorsed the candidacy of a foreign leader in exchange 
for campaign contributions. 50 This allegation was reported In the Washington Post in an 
article entitled “Story of a Foreign Donor’s Deal With ‘92 Clinton Camp Outlined,” and in 
other national media. 51 

The Facts : To investigate this allegation and other allegations concerning the Lums, Chairman 
Burton issued nearly 200 information requests that resulted in the receipt of over 40,000 pages of 
documents, 50 audiotapes, a videotape, and numerous depositions. After this extensive 
investigation, however, the Chairman was never able to produce any evidence to support the 
dramatic allegation in the proffer. 

The proffer presented by Chairman Burton states that, during the 1992 campaign, the Lums 
arranged a meeting with a Clinton/Gore official for an individual who had proposed to arrange a 
“large donation in exchange for a letter signed by the Clinton campaign endorsing the candidacy 
of a man who is now the leader of an Asian nation.” The proffer states that the official “later 
provided a favorable letter over the name of Clinton,” that a “Clinton/Gore official signed then 
Governor Clinton’s name to the letter,” and that the individual who made the request for the 
letter then made a $50,000 contribution that reportedly came from “a foreign person then residing 
in the United States.” 52 
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In its investigation, the only letter the Committee obtained that concerned then-Govemor 
Clinton’s position on an election in Asia is an October 28, 1992, letter on Clinton/Gore letterhead 
that pertains to the presidential election in Korea. This document specifically states that then- 
Govemor Clinton does not believe it is appropriate for U.S. public officials to endorse the 
candidacies in foreign elections. The letter states: 

Thank you for bringing to my attention the impact in Korea that my statement of 
September 17th has caused. I would appreciate your help in clarifying the situation in 
Korea through proper channels. My statement was a courtesy reply in response to an 
invitation to me to attend an event in honor of Chairman Kim Dae- Jung, and to extend to 
him my greetings. It was not meant to endorse or assist his candidacy in the upcoming 
presidential election in Korea. I do not believe that any United States government official 
should endorse a presidential candidate in another country. 53 

Allegation: On October 19, 1997, Chairman Burton appeared on national television and 
suggested that the White House had deliberately altered videotapes of presidential fund- 
raising events. On CBS’s Face the Nation , he said “We think ma— maybe some of those 
tapes may have been cut off intentionally, they've been-been, you know, altered in some 
way.” He also said that he might hire lip-readers to examine the tapes to figure out what 
was being said on the tapes. 54 

The Facts : Investigations by the House Government Reform and Oversight Committee and the 
Senate Governmental Affairs Committee produced no evidence of any tampering with the tapes. 
Shortly after Chairman Burton made his allegation regarding tape alteration, the Senate 
Governmental Affairs Committee hired a technical expert, Paul Ginsburg, to analyze the 
videotapes to determine whether they had been doctored. Mr. Ginsburg concluded that there was 
no evidence of tampering. 55 In addition, Colonel Joseph Simmons, commander of the White 
House Communications Agency (WHCA), Colonel Alan Sullivan, head of the White House 
Military Office which oversees WHCA, and Steven Smith, chief of operations of WHCA, all 
testified under oath before the House Government Reform and Oversight Committee in October 
1997 that they were unaware of any alteration of the videotapes. 56 

Allegation: In November 1997, Republican leaders drew on unsubstantiated reports by 
conservative radio talk shows and publications to accuse the Clinton Administration of 
selling burial plots in Arlington National Cemetery for campaign contributions. 57 
Republican Party Chairman Jim Nicholson accused the Administration of a “despicable 
political scheme,” and several Republican leaders, including Chairman Burton, called for 
investigations. 58 Representative Gerald Solomon stated, “[t]his latest outrage is one more 
slap in the face of every American who ever wore the uniform of their country, who seem to 
be special objects of contempt in this administration.” 99 

The Facts : The Army has established restrictive eligibility requirements for burial at Arlington. 
Individuals who are eligible for Arlington National Cemetery burial sites include service 
members who died while on active duty, honorably discharged members of the armed forces who 
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have been awarded certain high military distinctions, and surviving spouses of individuals 
already buried at Arlington, among others. The Secretary of the Army may grant waivers of 
these requirements. 60 

In January 1998, the General Accounting Office (GAO) concluded an independent investigation 
of the allegations that waivers were granted in exchange for political contributions. As part of 
this investigation, GAO analyzed the laws and regulations concerning burials at Arlington, 
conducted in-depth review of Department of Army case files regarding approved and denied 
waivers, and had discussions with officials responsible for waiver decisions. 61 

GAO’s report stated: “[W]e found no evidence in the records we reviewed to support recent 
media reports that political contributions have played a role in waiver decisions.” Further, GAO 
stated: "Where the records show some involvement or interest in a particular case on the part of 
the President, executive branch officials, or Members of Congress or their staffs, the documents 
indicate only such factors as a desire to help a constituent or a conviction that the merits of the 
person being considered warranted a waiver.** 62 

Allegation: In January 1998, Chairman Barton held four days of hearings into whether 
campaign contributions influenced the actions of Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt or 
other Department of the Interior officials with respect to a decision to deny an Indian 
gambling application in Hudson, Wisconsin. During those hearings, Chairman Burton 
alleged that the decision was a "political payoff" and that it "stinks" and "smells." 63 

The Facts : On August 22, 2000, Independent Counsel Carol Elder Bruce released the report of 
her investigation into the Hudson casino decision. She found that the allegations of political 
payoff were unsubstantiated, concluding: 

A full review of the evidence . . . indicates that neither Babbitt nor any 
government official at Interior or the White House entered into any sort of specific 
and corrupt agreement to influence the outcome of the Hudson casino application 
in return for campaign contributions to the DNC. 64 

Allegation: In April 1998, Chairman Burton suggested that President Clinton had created 
a national monument in Utah in order to benefit the Lippo Group, an Indonesian 
conglomerate with coal interests in Indonesia. 65 James Riady, an executive of the Lippo 
Group, was a contributor to the DNC. In June 1998, in a statement on the House floor. 
Chairman Burton reiterated his allegation: “[T]he President made the Utah Monument a 
national park. What is the significance of that? The largest clean-burning coal facility in 
the United States, billions and billions of dollars of clean-burning coal are in the Utah 
Monument. It could have been mined environmentally safely according to UJS. engineers. 
Who would benefit from turning that into a national park so you cannot mine there? The 
Riady group, the Lippo Group, and Indonesia has the largest clean-bnrning coal facility, 
mining facility, in southeast Asia. They were one of the largest contributors. Their hands 
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are all over, all over these contributions coining in from Communist China, from Macao 
and from Indonesia. Could there be a connection here?”* 6 

The Facts : In September 1996, President Clinton set aside as a national monument 1 .7 million 
acres of coal-rich land in Utah under a 1906 law that allows the president to designate national 
monuments without congressional approval. 67 After two years of investigation, the Committee 
produced no evidence that there is any connection between the designation of this land as a 
monument and Riady group or any other contributions. 68 

Allegation: In April 1998, Chairman Burton released transcripts of selected portions of 
Webster HubbelTs prison telephone conversations. According to these transcripts, if Mr. 
Hubbell had filed a lawsuit against his former law firm, it would have “opened up* the 
First Lady to allegations, and for this reason Mr. Hubbell had decided to “roll over* to 
protect the First Lady. These transcripts included a quote of Mrs. Hubbell saying, “And 
that you are opening Hillary up to all of this,* and Mr. Hubbell responding, “I will not 
raise those allegations that might open it up to Hillary* and “So, I need to roll over one 
more time.* These quotes were taken from a two-hour March 25, 1996, conversation 
between the Hubbells. 69 

The Facts : Webster Hubbell was Assistant Attorney General until March 1994. Prior to that, he 
was a partner with Hillary Clinton at the Rose Law Firm in Little Rock, Arkansas. In December 
1994, Mr. Hubbell pled guilty to tax evasion and mail fraud and went to prison for 16 months. 

During his imprisonment, Mr. HubbelTs phone calls to his friends, family, and lawyers were 
routinely taped by prison authorities. Such taping is standard in federal prisons. These tapes 
were turned over to the Government Reform and Oversight Committee. Although the tapes are 
supposed to be protected by the Privacy Act, Chairman Burton released a document in April 
1998 entitled the “Hubbell Master Tape Log,” which contained what were purported to be 
excerpts from these tapes. However, it was subsequently revealed that many of these excerpts 
were in fact inaccurate or omitted exculpatory statements made by Mr. Hubbell that directly 
contradicted the allegations. 70 

For example, while the “Hubbell Master Tape Log” quoted the above portions of the March 25, 
1996, conversation between Mr. and Mrs. Hubbell, it omitted a later portion of the same 
conversation that appears to exonerate the First Lady. The later portion of that conversation 
follows, with the portions that Chairman Burton omitted from the 'Hubbell Master Tape Log” 
underlined: 

Mr. Hubbell: Now, Suzy, I say this with love for my friend Bill Kennedy, and I do love 
him, he’s been a good friend, he’s one of the most vulnerable people in my 
counterclaim. Ok? 

Mrs. Hubbell: I know . 
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Mr. Hubbell: Ok. Hillary’s not Hillarv isn’t the only thing is peo ple sav whv didn’t she 
know what was going on. And I wish she never paid any attention to what 
was going on in the firm. That’s the eosnel truth. She iust had no idea 
what was going on. She didn’t participate in any of this . 

Mrs. Hubbell: They wouldn’t have let her if she tried . 

Mr. Hubbell: Of course not . 

The “Hubbell Master Tape Log” released by the Chairman also included an underlined passage 
in which Mr. Hubbell allegedly said: “The Riady is just not easy to do business with me while 
I’m here.” In fact, the actual tape states: ' The reality is it’s just not easy to do business with me 
while I’m here.” 

Allegation: In April 1998, Chairman Burton sought immunity from the Committee for 
four witnesses: Nancy Lee, Irene Wu, Larry Wong, and Kent La. He and other 
Republicans leaders, including SpeakerNewt Gingrich, alleged that these witnesses had 
important information about illegal contributions from the Chinese government during the 
1996 elections. 71 

Speaker Gingrich alleged that the four witnesses would provide information on “a threat to 
the fabric of our political system.” 72 Rep. John Boehner alleged that the witnesses had 
“direct knowledge about how the Chinese government made illegal campaign 
contributions” and stated that the decision regarding granting immunity “is about 
determining whether American lives have been put at risk.” 73 Committee Republican Rep. 
Shadegg stated that one of the witnesses, Larry Wong, “is believed to have relevant 
Information regarding the conduit for contributions made by the Lums and others in the 
1992 fund-raising by John Huang and James Riady.” 74 

The Facts : In June 1998, the Committee provided these witnesses with immunity. After they 
were immunized, their testimony revealed that none had any knowledge whatsoever about 
alleged Chinese efforts to influence American elections. For example, Mr. Wong’s primary 
responsibilities in working for Democratic donor Nora Lum were to register voters and serve as a 
volunteer cook. 75 Following is the total testimony he provided regarding James Riady: 

Majority Counsel: Did Nora ever discuss meeting James Riady? 

Mr. Wong: James who? 

* * * 

Majority Counsel: James Riady. 

Mr. Wong: No. 76 

Allegation: In May 1998, Rep. Curt Weldon suggested on the House floor that the 
President could have committed treason. Rep. Weldon’s remarks involved allegations that 
the political contributions of the Chief Executive Officer of Loral Corporation, Bernard 
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Schwartz, had influenced the President’s decision to authorize the transfer of certain 
technology to China. Rep. Weldon described this issue as a “ scandal that is unfolding that 
I think will dwarf every scandal that we have seen talked about on this floor in the past 6 
years,” and said, “this scandal involves potential treason.” 77 The National Journal reported 
this allegation in an article that referred to Rep. Weldon as “a respected senior member of 
tfae National Security Committee.” 78 

The Facts : The Department of Justice examined the allegations relating to whether campaign 
contributions influenced export control decisions and found them to be unfounded. 79 In August 
1998, Lee Radek, chief of the Department’s public integrity section, wrote that “there is not a 
scintilla of evidence - or information - that the President was corruptly influenced by Bernard 
Schwartz.” 80 Charles La Bella, then head of the Department’s campaign finance task force, 
agreed with Mr. Radek’ s assessment that “this was a matter which likely did not merit any 
investigation.” 81 

A House select committee investigated allegations relating to United States technology transfers 
to China, and whether campaign contributions influenced export control decisions. In May 1999, 
the Committee findings were made public. The Committee’s bipartisan findings also did not 
substantiate Rep. Weldon’s suggestions of treason by the President. 82 

Allegation: In September 1998, Rep. David McIntosh sent a criminal referral to the 
Department of Justice alleging that White House Deputy Counsel Cheryl Mills provided 
false testimony to Congress and obstructed justice. 83 He told the Washington Post that 
there was “very strong evidence” that Ms. Mills lied to Congress. 84 

The Facts : Rep. McIntosh’s claims were based on a run-of-the-mill document dispute. Ms. 

Mills believed that two documents out of over 27,000 pages of documents produced to the 
Government Reform and Oversight Committee were not responsive to a request from Rep. 
McIntosh, while Rep. McIntosh believed the two documents were responsive. Instead of viewing 
this disagreement as a difference in judgment. Rep. McIntosh charged that Ms. Mills was 
obstructing justice and that she lied to the Committee. 85 The Justice Department investigated 
Rep. McIntosh’s allegations and found them to be without merit 86 

Allegation: In October 1998, Rep. David McIntosh alleged that the President, First Lady, 
and senior Administration officials were involved in “theft of government property” for 
political purposes. To support this claim. Rep. McIntosh claimed that the President’s 1993 
and 1994 holiday card lists had been knowingly delivered to others outside of the 
government, and that, with respect to the holiday card project, evidence suggested a 
“criminal conspiracy to circumvent the prohibition on transferring data to the DNC.” 87 

The Faults : The White House database, known as “WhoDB,” is a computerized rolodex used to 
track contacts of citizens with the White House and to create a holiday card list. In putting 
together the holiday card list, the Clinton Administration followed the procedures established by 
previous administrations. A number of entities, including the White House and the Democratic 
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National Committee, created lists of card recipients, and the White House hired an outside 
contractor to merge the lists, and produce and mail the cards. As with past Administrations, the 
production and mailing costs of the holiday card project were paid for by the President’s political 
party to avoid any appearance that taxpayer funds were being used to pay for greetings to 
political supporters. 

The evidence showed that the contractor charged with eliminating duplicate names from the 1 993 
holiday card list failed to remove the list from its computer. This computer was subsequently 
moved - for unrelated reasons - to the 1 996 Clinton/Gore campaign. The Committee uncovered 
no evidence that this list was ever used for campaign purposes. In fact, computer records showed 
that the Clinton/Gore campaign never accessed it, and it appears that the campaign was not aware 
that the computer contained this list. 

With respect to the 1994 holiday card list, a DNC employee learned that the contractor charged 
with eliminating duplicate names from the list did not properly “de-dupe” the list. Therefore, she 
worked with her parents and several volunteers over a weekend to properly perform this task. 

The evidence indicates that neither the 1994 nor the 1993 holiday card list was used for any other 
purpose than sending out the holiday cards. 88 

Allegation: In March 1999, Chairman Burton sent a criminal referral to Department of 
Jnstke alleging that Charles Duncan, Associate Director of the Office of Presidential 
Personnel at the White House, made false statements to the Committee regarding the 
appointment of Yah Lin “Charlie” Trie to the Bingaman Commission. 89 

The Facts : Chairman Burton alleged that Mr. Duncan made false statements in his answers to 
Committee interrogatories in April 1998. 90 These answers included statements by Mr. Duncan 
that, to the best of his recollection, no one expressed opposition to him regarding the 
appointment of Mr. Trie to a trade commission known as the “Bingaman Commission.” 91 The 
main basis for the Chairman’s allegation was that Mr. Duncan’s responses were “irreconcilable” 
with statements purportedly made by another witness, Steven Clemons. 92 

Investigation revealed that Mr. Clemons’s statements were apparently misrepresented by Mr. 
Burton’s staff. Mr. Clemons was interviewed by two junior majority attorneys without 
representation of counsel. Immediately after the majority released the majority staffs interview 
notes of the Clemons interview in February 1998, Mr. Clemons issued a public statement noting 
that he had never seen the notes, he had not been given the opportunity to review them for 
accuracy, and that “the notes have significant inaccuracies and misrepresentations . . . about the 
important matters which were discussed.” 93 The Department of Justice closed its investigation of 
Mr. Duncan without bringing any charges. 94 

Allegation: In June 1999, Chairman Burton issued a press release accusing Defense 
Department officials of attempting to tamper with the computer of a Committee witness. 

Dr. Peter Leitner, of the Defense Threat Reduction Agency (DTRA), while he was testifying 
before the Honse Committee on Government Reform. The Chairman alleged, “While Dr. 
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Leitner was telling my committee about the retaliation he suffered for bringing his 
concerns to his superiors and Congress, his supervisor was trying to secretly access his 
computer. This smacks of mob tactics." He further commented, “George Orwell couldn’t 
have dreamed this up." 95 

The Facts : Both the Committee and the Air Force Office of Special Investigations subsequently 
conducted investigations regarding the allegation of computer tampering. The Committee 
interviewed 1 1 DTRA employees, obtained relevant documents, and learned that the allegation 
was untrue. Instead, the incident was nothing more than a routine effort to obtain files in the 
witness's computer that were necessary to complete an already overdue project 

When Dr. Leitner was on leave to testify before the Committee on June 24, 1999, his superior, 
Colonel Raymond A. Willson, had reassigned a task of Dr. Leitner’s to another DTRA employee. 
This reassignment — responding to a letter horn Senator Phil Gramm — occurred because 
DTRA’s internal due date for the project was passed and Dr. Leitner’s draft response was not 
accurate. As part of reassigning the task. Col. Willson asked the office’s technical division to 
transfer relevant files from Dr. Leitner’s computer. The transfer never occurred, however, 
because the employee to whom the task was reassigned did not need Dr. Leitner’s files to 
complete the task. Dr. Leitner’s computer was not touched. 96 

On July 12, 1999, the Committee also learned that the Air Force Office of Special Investigations 
had completed its investigation and found that Col. Willson had done nothing improper. 

Allegation: In July 1999 testimony before the House Rules Committee, Chairman Burton 
stated that the House Committee on Government Reform had received information 
indicating that the Attorney General “personalty" changed a policy related to release of 
information by the Department of Justice so that an attorney she knew “could help her 
client" 97 

The Facts : One year after Chairman Burton testified before the Rules Committee, the House 
Government Reform Committee took testimony from the relevant witnesses at a July 27, 2000, 
hearing. 

Chairman Burton’s allegations concerned efforts by a Miami attorney, Rebekah Poston, to obtain 
information for her client, who had been sued in a Japanese court for libel by a Japanese citizen 
named Nobuo Abe. The alleged statements at the heart of this lawsuit related to whether Mr. 

Abe had been arrested or detained in Seattle in 1963. Mr. Abe maintained that he had never been 
detained and that statements to the contrary made by Ms. Poston's client were defamatory. 98 In 
order to support her client's interests in this lawsuit, Ms. Poston filed Freedom of Information 
Act (FOIA) requests with several components of the Department of Justice in November 1994 
seeking records that established that her client's statement were true and that Mr. Abe had, in 
fact, been arrested or detained. 
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In response to Ms. Poston’s FOIA requests, the INS, Bureau of Prisons, and Executive Office of 
the United States Attorneys informed Ms. Poston that no records on Mr. Abe existed." The 
Department of Justice, however, initially informed Ms. Poston that it was its policy not to 
confirm or deny whether the Justice Department maintains such files on an individual unless the 
individual authorizes such a confirmation or denial. 100 After Ms. Poston appealed this decision 
and threatened litigation on the matter, the Justice Department reversed its decision and 
confirmed to her that no records on Mr. Abe existed. This decision to confirm the lack of records 
was legal and it was damaging to Ms. Poston’s client. The Justice Department official who 
directed this decision testified that he believed it was appropriate because it precluded potential 
litigation and did not deprive anyone of privacy rights because no release of records was 
involved. 101 

Although the Chairman suggested that the Attorney General ‘‘personally” changed Department 
policy to allow release of information, the records produced to the Committee show that the 
Attorney General recused herself from the decision. 102 John Hogan, who was Attorney General 
Reno’s chief of staff at the time of Ms. Poston’s FOIA request, testified before the House 
Government Reform Committee that the Attorney General “had no role in this decision 
whatsoever, initially or at any stage.” 103 

Allegation: In August and September 1999, Chairman Burton alleged that Attorney 
General Reno had intentionally withheld evidence from Congress on the use of “military 
rounds" of tear gas, which may have some potential to ignite a fire, during the siege of the 
Branch Davidian compound in Waco, TX. Specifically, on a national radio news broadcast 
in August 1999, he stated that Attorney General Reno “should be summarily removed, 
either because she’s incompetent, number one, or, number two, she’s blocking for the 
President and covering things up, which is what I believe." 114 

Further, on September 10, 1999, Chairman Burton wrote the Attorney General regarding a 
49-page FBI lab report that on page 49 references the use of military tear gas at Waco. He 
stated that the Department had failed to produce that page to the Committee on 
Government Reform during the Committee’s Waco investigation in 1995, and asserted that 
this failure “raises more questions about whether this Committee was intentionally misled 
during the original Waco investigation.’’ 105 In a subsequent television interview. Chairman 
Burton stated, “with the 49 th page of this report not given to Congress when we were 
having oversight investigations into the tragedy at Waco and that was the very definitive 
piece of paper that could have given ns some information, it sure looks like they were 
withholding information." 100 

The Facts : Evidence regarding the use of “military rounds” of tear gas was in Chairman Burton’s 
own files at the time he alleged that the Department of Justice had withheld this information. 
Within days after Chairman Burton’s allegations, the minority staff found several documents 
provided by the Department of Justice to Congress in 1995 that explicitly describe the use of 
military tear gas rounds at Waco on April 19, 1993. 107 

Further, contrary to Chairman Burton’s allegations, the Department of Justice in fact had 
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produced to the Committee copies of the FBI lab report that did include the 49 th page. Former 
Senator John Danforth, whom the Attorney General appointed as a special counsel to conduct an 
independent investigation of Waco-related allegations, recently issued a report that commented 
as follows on document production to congressional committees: 

[W]hile one copy of the report did not contain the 49 th page, the Committees were 
provided with at least two copies of the lab report in 1995 which did contain the 49 th 
page. The Office of Special Counsel easily located these complete copies of the lab 
report at the Committees’ offices when it reviewed the Committees’ copy of the 1995 
Department of Justice production. The Department of Justice document production to the 
Committees also included several other documents that referred to the use of the military 
tear gas rounds, including the criminal team’s witness summary chart and interview 
notes. The Special Counsel has concluded that the missing page on one copy of the lab 
report provided to the Committees is attributable to an innocent photocopying error and 
the Office of Special Counsel will not pursue the matter further . m 

Allegation: In November 15199, Chairman Burton appeared on television and claimed that 
FBI notes of interviews with John Huang show that the President was a knowing 
participant in an illegal foreign campaign contribution scheme. According to the 
Chairman, “Huang says that James Riady told the President he would raise a million 
dollars from foreign sources for his campaign,” that “$700,000 was then raised by the 
Riady group in Indonesia,” and that “that money was reimbursed by the Riadys through 
intermediaries in the United States. All that was illegal campaign contributions.” He 
further stated: “[T]his $700,000 that came in - the President knew that James Riady was 
doing it He knew it was foreign money coming in from the Lippo Group in Jakarta, 
Indonesia, and he didn’t decline it He accepted it, used it in his campaign, and got 
elected.” 109 

The Facts : The FBI interview notes do not support the Chairman’s allegation. The FBI notes of 
interviews with Mr. Huang do indicate that Mr. Riady, who was a legal resident at the time, 
told President Clinton that he would like to raise one million dollars. 110 The notes do not 
indicate, however, that Mr. Riady discussed the source of the contributions he intended to raise, 
and Mr. Huang told the FBI that he personally never discussed individual contributions or the 
sources of such contributions with the President. 111 

In December 1999, John Huang appeared before the Committee. He testified that he had no 
knowledge regarding whether President Clinton knew of foreign money coming from the Lippo 
group to his campaign, and that he did not believe that the President knew about it. He further 
stated that he had no knowledge that Mr. Riady indicated to the President the source of the 
money he intended to raise. 112 In addition, Mr. Huang testified that, as for as he knew. President 
Clinton had not participated in or had any knowledge of efforts to raise illegal foreign campaign 
contributions. 113 

Allegation: In December 1999, Chairman Burton alleged that the White House prevented 
White House Communications Agency (WHCA) personnel from filming the President 
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meeting with James Riady, a figure from the campaign finance investigation, at an Asia- 
Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) summit meeting in New Zealand an September 
1999. During a December 15, 1999, hearing entitled “The Role of John Huang and the 
Riady Family in Political Fundraising," Chairman Burton showed the two tapes made by 
the WHCA personnel, and then showed a video filmed by a press camera. Of the third 
tape, the Chairman said: 

That shows a little different picture. The White House tapes don’t show it, but 
President Clinton really did pay some special attention to Mr. Riady. This White 
House is so consumed with covering things up that their taxpayer-funded 
photographer wouldn’t even allow a tape to be made of the President shaking Mr. 
Riady’s hand. No one minded the President meeting Mr. Riady. They just didn’t 
want anyone to know how warmly he was greeted because of the problems 
surrounding Mr. Riady. 114 

The Facts : President Clinton shook James Riady’s hand in a rope line in New Zealand in 
September 1 999. One of the WHCA cameras filming the President from the side stopped filming 
as the President greeted Mr. Riady. The other camera, filming the President head-on, panned 
away from the President as he moved down the rope line and did not return to him until he 
moved past Mr. Riady. The third camera, the camera Chairman Burton claimed was operated by 
a member of the press, captured the whole exchange between the President and Mr. Riady. This 
exchange lasted approximately 10 seconds and consisted of a handshake and a brief, inaudible 
conversation. 

Committee staff interviewed Jon Baker, the person who operated the camera filming the 
President from the side, and Quinton Gipson, the person who operated the camera filming the 
President head-on. Mr. Baker told staff that no one instructed him not to film the President and 
Mr. Riady and he did not know who Mr. Riady was. Similarly, Mr. Gipson said he did not know 
who James Riady was and that he did not get any guidance about taping the event from anyone. 

WHCA policy is to film any remarks the President gives, but not necessarily to film every move 
the President makes. WHCA camera operators do not take direction from the White House about 
how to cover events. Mr. Baker told Committee staff that he stopped filming when he did 
because he had to pack up his equipment and rush to join the motorcade and it was a coincidence 
that neither he nor the other cameraman captured the full exchange between the President and 
Mr. Riady. 

Allegation: In July 2000, Chairman Burton said a videotape of a December 15, 1995, coffee 
at the White House indicates that Vice President Gore suggested that DNC issue 
advertisements be played for Democratic donor James Riady, who has been the subject of 
campaign finance probes. According4o the Chairman, Vice President Gore “apparently 
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states: ‘We oughta, we oughta, we oughta show Mr. Riady the tapes, some of the ad 
tapes.”*" 5 

The Facts : Chairman Burton played the videotape at a July 20, 2000, hearing of the Government 
Reform Committee. However, it was not possible to determine what was said on the tape. 
Further, it was impossible to determine to whom the Vice President was speaking because he was 
not on camera during the alleged comment A Reuters reporter describing the playing of the 
videotape at the hearing wrote, “Gore’s muffled words were not clear.” 116 

When Chairman Burton played the tape on Fox Television’s program Hannity and Colmes , the 
person whose job it is to transcribe the show transcribed the tape excerpt as follows: 

We ought to — we ought to show that to (unintelligible) here, let (unintelligible) tapes, 
some of the ad tapes (unintelligible). 117 

Allegation: In October 2000, the House Government Reform Committee majority released 
a report claiming that the Committee’s investigation of White House e-mail problems had 
uncovered a scandal that exceeds Watergate. The majority report asserted: 

The implications of these revelations are profound. When the Nixon White House 
was forced to admit that there was an eighteen-and-a-half minute gap on a recorded 
tape, there was a firestorm of criticism. The “gap” created by hundreds of 
thousands of missing e-mails, and by a Vice Presidential staff decision to manage 
records so they could not be searched, is of no less consequence. If senior White 
House personnel were aware of these problems, and if they failed to take effective 
measures to recover the withheld information - or inform those with outstanding 
document requests - then the e-mail matter can fairly be called the most significant 
obstruction of Congressional investigations in U.S. history. While the White House 9 s 
obstruction in Watergate related only to the Watergate break-in, the potential 
obstruction of justice by the Clinton White House reaches much further. m 

The Facts : Several problems relating to the e-mail archiving system at the White House over the 
past few years prevented a subset of White House e-mails from being archived. These problems 
may have had some impact on White House document production, because the White House 
conducted searches of archived e-mails to respond to information requests from investigators. 

The Committee received no information that any White House official intentionally created the 
e-mail problems, made any attempt to impede investigation of the problems, or had any 
knowledge of the content of e-mails that may not have been captured. 119 


16 



2083 


Citations 


1 . The minority staff of the Government Reform Committee estimates that the costs of the 
congressional campaign finance investigations alone have exceeded $23 million. This figure 
includes $8.7 million that a 1998 General Accounting Office report found federal agencies 
reported spending on responding to congressional inquiries on campaign finance matters; over $8 
million that the House Government Reform Committee has spent on its campaign finance 
investigation; $3.5 million that the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee spent on its 
campaign finance investigation; $1.2 million authorized for the House Committee on Education 
and the Workforce’s investigation of allegations of campaign finance abuses concerning the 
Teamsters; and $2.5 million authorized for a select committee that investigated allegations that 
the Clinton Administration gave missile technology to China in exchange for campaign 
contributions. See GAO Survey of Executive Branch Cost to Respond to Congressional 
Campaign Finance Inquiries (June 23, 1998); House Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, Interim Report: Investigation of Political Fundraising Improprieties and Possible 
Violations of Law, Additional and Minority Views , 105 th Cong, 3968-69 (1998) (H. Rept. 1 OS- 
829). When the costs of investigating allegations in addition to the campaign finance allegations 
are included, the total costs likely significantly exceed $23 million. Many of these additional 
investigations involved substantial congressional resources as well as executive branch resources 
to respond to inquiries. For example, to investigate allegations concerning the government’s 
actions at Waco, Texas, the House Government Reform Committee, has conducted at least 82 
interviews, and has received over 750,000 pages of documents from the Justice Department and 
the Defense Department in response to Committee requests. 

2. CBS, CBS Morning News (Oct. 20, 1997). 

3. CBS, CBS This Morning (Oct 20, 1997). 

4. NBC, NBC News At Sunrise (Oct 20, 1997). 

5. NBC, Today (Oct. 20, 1997). 

6. ABC, ABC World News Sunday (Oct. 19, 1997). 

7. CNN, CNN Early Prime (Oct. 19, 1997). 

8. CNN, CNN Morning News (Oct. 20, 1997). 

9. CNN, Headline News (Oct 20, 1997). 

10. CNN, Early Edition (Oct. 20, 1997). 

1 1 . Fox, Fox Morning News (Oct. 20, 1 997). 

12. Fox, Fox News Now/Fox In Depth (Oct 20, 1997). 


17 



2084 


1 3. Tapes May Have Been Altered ', Rep . Burton Says ; Clinton Aide Decries Chairman ’s 
\ Innuendo ' (Oct. 20, 1997). 

14. GOP Suggests Tapes Altered (Oct. 20, 1997). 

15. GOP Suspects White House Altered Fund-raising Tapes (Oct. 20, 1997). 

16. Panel May Use Lip Readers to Check Fund-raising Tapes (Oct. 20, 1997). 

17. Tape-Tampering Denied (Oct. 21, 1997). 

1 8. Senator Thompson announced these findings on NBC’s Meet the Press (Dec. 7, 1997). 

Only a handful of media outlets reported this announcement, and these reports focused on other 
campaign finance issues and mentioned the Thompson announcement only at the very end of the 
accounts. E.g., Reno and Freeh to Testify \ Morning Edition , National Public Radio (Dec. 9, 
1997) (reporting on the upcoming House Government Reform and Oversight Committee hearing 
on the independent counsel decision and noting Senator Thompson’s announcement at the very 
end). Beyond coverage of Senator Thompson’s announcement, one article reported that Paul 
Ginsburg, a technical expert hired by the Senate Governmental Affairs Committee, had found no 
signs of doctoring. See Expert : Coffee Tapes Are Clean , Newsday (Nov. 8, 1997), and the “Real 
Deal” segment at the end of Face the Nation on November 2, 1997, followed up on Rep. 
Burton’s allegation to report that Mr. Ginsburg was going to report that there was no doctoring. 

19. See, e.g., Congressional Record, H5632 (July 13, 1994). 

20. Office of Independent Counsel, Report on the Death of Vincent W. Foster, Jr. (In Re: 
Madison Guaranty Savings & Loan Association), 5 (Oct. 10, 1997) (citing Federal News Service 
(Aug. 10, 1993)). 

21. Id. 2X1 (citing Report of the Independent Counsel Robert B. Fiske, Jr., In Re: Vincent W. 
Foster, Jr., at 58). 

22. Id. at 111. 

23. Former Clinton Aide Faces Questions on Memo; Document Suggests that First Lady Was 
Behind Firings in Travel Office, Milwaukee Journal Sentinel (Jan. 6, 1996). 

24. House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Hearing, White House Travel 
Office - Day Three, 104 th Cong., 1 1 1 (Jan. 24, 1996). 

25. Press Release, Office of the Independent Counsel (June 22, 2000). 

26. Congressional Record, H6633 (June 20, 1996). 

27. House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Investigation of the White House 
and Department of Justice on Security of FBI Background Investigation Files, 104* Cong., 16 
(1996) (H. Rept. 104-862). 


18 



2085 


28. Office of Independent Counsel, Report of the Independent Counsel (In Re: Madison 
Guaranty Savings and Loan Association) In Re: Anthony Mar ceca, 7-8 (March 16, 2000). 

29. CNN, Late Edition with Frank Sesno (Feb. 1 6, 1 997). 

30. Congressional Record, H4097 (June 20, 1997). 

3 1 . See Senate Panel Is Briefed on China Probe Figure; Officials Say Evidence May Link L.A. 
Businessman to Election Plan , Washington Post (Sept. 12, 1997). 

32. Eg., CBS Evening News (June 1 1 , 1997); Huang Leaked Secrets , GOP Lawmaker Says, Los 
Angeles Times (June 13, 1997); Republican Lawmaker Alleges Huang Passed Secrets; 
Communications withLippo Group Questioned , Baltimore Sun (June 13, 1997); Congressman 
Says Evidence Confirms Huang Passed Secrets - The House Rules Chairman Says Information 
Was Given to the Lippo Group, Fort Worth Star-Telegram (June 13, 1997); Huang Gave 
Classified Data to Lippo, Lawmaker Claims, Austin American-Statesman (June 13, 1997); 
Huang Accused of Economic Espionage, ’ Cincinnati Enquirer (June 13, 1997); Legislator 
Alleges Fund-raiser Gave Classified Data to Overseas Company , Las Vegas Review-Journal 
(June 13, 1997); Dem Donor ‘Breached Security’ Lawmaker Accuses Ex-Clinton Appointee, 
Arizona Republic (June 13, 1997); Congressman Alleges Huang Passed Secret Data to Firm; 
White House, FBI Decline to Comment on Solomon ’s Remarks, Milwaukee Journal Sentinel 
(June 13, 1997). 

33. Gerald Solomon Interview FD-302 at 1 (Aug. 28, 1997). 

34. Gerald Solomon Interview FD-302 at 1 (Feb. 11, 1998). 

35. CNN, Inside Politics (Aug. 27, 1997). 

36. GOP Lawmaker Seeks Counsel to Probe O’Leary-Chung Tie, Buffalo News (Aug. 22, 

1997). 

37. Notification to the Court Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. §592 (b) of Results of Preliminary 
Investigation (Dec. 2, 1997). 

38. Id. The House Government Reform and Oversight Committee also discovered that fact. 

The Committee deposed several individuals, including Secretary O’Leary, to investigate the 
allegation by Mr. Chung regarding Secretary O’Leary. The Committee scheduled a hearing on 
the matter, but, upon discovering the allegation was false, canceled the hearing. 

39. NBC’s Meet the Press (Sept. 14, 1997). 

40. White House Denies Role in Audit of Jones; IRS Has History of Targeting Enemies , ' 
Washington Times (Sept 16, 1997). 

41. Eg., Whistleblowers ’ Letter, Newspapers Alert Agency, Washington Times (Sept 29, 1997); 
Conservatives Suspect IRS Audit Is Price of Opposing Clinton Policies, Washington Times (Apr. 


19 



2086 


21, 1997); Politics and the IRS, Wall Street Journal (Jan. 9, 1997). 

42. Staff of the Joint Committee on Taxation, Report of Investigation of Allegations Relating to 
Internal Revenue Service Handling of Tax-Exempt Organization Matters (March 2000). 

43. Id. at 7. 

44. House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Hearings on Conduit Payments to 
the Democratic National Committee , 105 th Cong., 7 (Oct. 9, 1997) (H. Rept. 105-51). 

45. Id at 257, 271. 

46. Minority Staff Report, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Evidence 
that John Huang Was in New York City on August 15, 16, 17, and 18 (Oct. 9, 1997). 

47. House Committee on Government Reform, Hearing on the Role of John Huang and the 
Riady Family in Political Fundraising, 108 (Dec. 15, 1999) (stenographic record). 

48. House Committee on Government Reform, Hearing on the Role of Yah Lin ** Charlie " Trie 
in Illegal Political Fundraising , 250-52 (March 1, 2000) (stenographic record). 

49. House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Hearings on Campaign Finance 
Improprieties and Possible Violations of Law, 105 th Cong., 1 1-12 (Oct. 8, 1997) (H. Rept. 105- 
50). 

50. Proffer of Nora and Gene Lum to the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
(Aug. 22, 1997). 

51. E.g. y Story of a Foreign Donor's Deal With *92 Clinton Camp Outlined, Washington Post 
(Oct 9, 1997); House Panel to Hear of *92 Clinton Donation Problem Probe, Los Angeles 
Times (Oct. 9, 1997). 

52. Proffer of Nora and Gene Lum, supra note 50, at Part B. 1-3. 

53. Deposition of Richard C. Bertsch, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 
ex. 12 (March 30, 1998). The letter was addressed to Richard Choi Bertsch, who worked for an 
organization called the Asian Pacific Advisory Council-VOTE (“APAC”) which conducted get- 
out-the-vote and fund-raising activities in the Asian- American community in California in 1992. 
Id at 10-13, 20-22. 

54. CBS’s Face the Nation (Oct 19, 1997). 

55. Senate Committee on Governmental Affairs, Investigation of Illegal or Improper Activities 
in Connection with 1996 Federal Election Campaigns, 105 th Cong., v. 6, 9345-46 (1998) (S. 

Rept No. 167); Meet the Press (Dec. 7, 1997) (interview with Senator Thompson). 


20 



2087 


56. Deposition of Joseph Simmons, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 
149 (Oct. 18, 1997); Deposition of Alan P. Sullivan, House Committee on Government Reform 
and Oversight, 37 (Oct. 17, 1997); Deposition of Steven Smith, House Committee on 
Government Reform and Oversight, 99 (Oct. 18, 1997). 

57. The conservative publication Insight magazine reported that “dozens of big-time political 
donors or friends of the Clintons’* had gained waivers of the eligibility rules regarding burials at 
Arlington National Cemetery. Without naming its sources, the article stated that a National 
cemetery official” and other sources are “outraged that the Clinton White House has applied 
pressure to gain waivers for fat-cat donors.” Is There Nothing Sacred?, Insight Magazine (dated 
Dec. 8, 1997, but reportedly released in advance of that date). 

58. White House Denies Burial Politics , Atlanta Constitution (Nov. 21, 1997); Burton to Probe 
Plots-for-Politics Allegations , Indianapolis Star News (Nov. 21, 1997). 

59. Press Release, Rep. Gerald Solomon (Nov. 20, 1997). 

60. General Accounting Office, Arlington National Cemetery: Authority, Process, and Criteria 
for Burial Waivers , 2-3, appendix 1 (Jan. 28, 1998) (GAO/T-HEHS-98-81). 

61. Id. at 1. 

62. Id. at 9. 

63. House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Hearings on the Department of 
the Interior's Denial of the Wisconsin Chippewa's Casino Application , 105 th Cong., v.l, 106, 
340 (Jan. 28, 1998). 

64. Office of Independent Counsel, Final Report of Independent Counsel In Re: Bruce Edward 
Babbitt, 430, 441 (Aug. 22, 2000). 

65. Burton 's Pursuit of President , Indianapolis Star (Apr. 1 6, 1998). 

66. Congressional Record, H4545 (June 11, 1998). 

67. Subpoena Widens Finance Probe ; Request for White House Papers Covers 25 Categories, 
Copy Shows, Washington Post (Aug. 15, 1997). 

68. House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Investigation of Political 
Fundraising Improprieties and Possible Violations of Law, 105 lh Cong, 3978 (1998) (H. Rept. 
105-829). 

69. Letter from Rep. Henry Waxman to Chairman Dan Burton (May 3, 1998). 

70. Bridling G.O.P. Leader Says Tapes Speak for Themselves , New York Times (May 5, 1998); 
Burton Defends Hubbell Transcript Actions, Washington Post (May 5, 1998). 


21 



2088 


71 . Opening Statement by Chairman Burton , House Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight, Business Meeting, 6-13 (Apr. 23, 1998); Congressional Record, H2338 (Apr. 28, 
1998); Congressional Record, H2444 (Apr. 29, 1998). 

72. Congressional Record, H2336 (Apr. 28, 1998). 

73. Congressional Record, H3453 (May 19, 1998). 

74. House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, Business Meeting, 87 (Apr. 23, 
1998) (stenographic record). 

75. Deposition of Larry Wong, House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 13-14, 
19, 26-27, 43, 52, 57 (July 27, 1998). 

76. Id. at 85. 

77. Congressional Record, H3239 (May 13, 1998). 

78. GOP Breaking China Over Clinton's Deals, National Journal (May 23, 1998). 

79. See Internal Justice Memo Excuses Loral , Los Angeles Times (May 23, 2000). 

80. Memorandum from Lee Radek to James Robinson, Assistant Attorney General, Criminal 
Division (Aug. 5, 1998). 

8 1 . The Addendum to Interim Report for Janet Reno and Louis Freeh Prepared by Charles La 
Bella and James DeSamo (Aug. 12, 1998). 

82. House Select Committee on U.S. National Security and Military/Commercial Concerns with 
the People’s Republic of China, 105 th Cong., 2 nd Sess. (Committed to the Committee of the 
Whole House, Jan. 3, 1999; Declassified in Part, May 25, 1999) (H. Kept. 105-851). 

83. Letter from Rep. David McIntosh to Attorney General Janet Reno (Sept 17, 1998). 

84. Database Criminal Probe Sought, Washington Post (Sept 9, 1998). 

85. Letter from Rep. David McIntosh to Attorney General Janet Reno (Sept 17, 1998); House 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight Investigation of the Conversion of the $1. 7 
Million Centralized White House Computer System, Known as the White House Database, and 
Related Matters, 105 th Cong., 574-581 (Oct. 30, 1998) (H. Rept 105-828). 

86. Letter from M. Faith Burton, Special Counsel to the Assistant Attorney General, to Rep. 
David McIntosh (May 6, 1999). 

87. House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight Investigation of the Conversion of 
the SI. 7 Million Centralized White House Computer System, Known as the White House 
Database, and Related Matters, 105* Cong., 1-6, 33-44 (Oct 30, 1998) (H. Rept 105-828). 


22 



2089 


88. Id., Minority Views, 564-68. 

89. Letter from Chairman Dan Burton to Attorney General Janet Reno (March 22, 1999). 

90. Id. 

91. Charles Duncan’s Responses to Interrogatories (Apr. 20, 1998). 

92. Letter from Chairman Dan Burton to Attorney General Janet Reno, supra note 89. 

93. Statement of Steven C. Clemons (Feb. 25, 1 998); Letter from Rep. Henry A. Waxman to 
Attorney General Janet Reno (Apr. 13, 1999). 

94. Statement of Alan Gershel, Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Department of Justice, 
House Committee on Government Reform, Hearing on Contacts between Northrop Grumman 
Corporation and the White House Regarding Missing White House E-Mails. (Sept. 26, 2000). 

95. Press Release, Chairman Burton, Burton Angered by Harassment of Witness (June 29, 1999). 

96. Letter from Rep. Henry Waxman to Chairman Dan Burton (July 15, 1999). 

97. Testimony of Chairman Dan Burton, House Rules Committee (July 15, 1999) (available at 
www.house.gov/reform/oversight/99_07_15db-rules.htm). 

98. See Letter from Russell J. Bruemmer, Wilmer, Cutler & Pickering, to Richard L. Huff, Co- 
Director, Office of Information and Privacy, Department of Justice (March 31, 1995). 

99. Letter from Wallace H. Cheney, Assistant Director/General Counsel, Federal Bureau of 
Prisons, to Joseph M. Gabriel, Law Offices of Langberg, Leslie and Gabriel (March 2, 1995); 
Letter from Bonnie L. Gay, Attomey-in-Charge, FOIA/PA Unit, Executive Office of United 
States Attorneys, Department of Justice, to Joseph M. Gabriel (Dec. 15, 1994); See Letter from 
Magda S. Ortiz, FOIA/PA Reviewing Officer, Immigration and Naturalization Service, to 
Rebekah Poston (Dec. 6, 1994) (explaining that a potentially responsive record was illegible and 
requesting additional information); Letter from Russell J. Bruemmer, Wilmer, Cutler & 
Pickering, to Richard L. Huff; Co-Director, Office of Information and Privacy, Department of 
Justice (March 31, 1995) (explaining that the INS searched for, but ultimately could not find, a 
record responsive to the FOIA request). 

100. Testimony of Richard Huff and Rebekah Poston, House Government Reform Committee, 
Felonies and Favors: A Friend of the Attorney General Gathers Information from the Justice 
Department , 129-31 (July 27, 2000) (stenographic record). 

101 . Testimony of John Schmidt and John Hogan, House Committee on Government Reform, 
Felonies and Favors: A Friend of the Attorney General Gathers Information from the Justice 
Department , 120-23, 128, 140-41 (July 27, 2000) (stenographic record). 


23 



2090 


102. Memorandum from Attorney General Janet Reno to Staff of the Attorney General (Apr. 28, 
1995). 

103. House Committee on Government Reform, Felonies and Favors: A Friend of the Attorney 
General Gathers Information from the Justice Department, 1 54 (July 27, 2000) (stenographic 
record). 

104. Morning Edition, National Public Radio (Aug. 31,1 999). 

105. Letter from Chairman Burton to Attorney General Janet Reno (Sept. 10, 1999). 

106. Fox News, Fox News Sunday (Sept. 12, 1999). 

107. Letter from Rep. Henry Waxman to John Danforth, Special Counsel (Sept 13, 1999); FBI 
FD-302 of FBI Agent (June 9, 1993) (reporting that a pilot heard “a high volume of [Hostage 
Rescue Team] traffic and Sniper [Tactical Operations Command] instructions regarding ... the 
insertion of gas by ground units,” including "‘one conversation, relative to utilization of some sort 
of military round to be used on a concrete bunker’’); FBI H.R.T. Interview Schedule (Nov. 9, 
1993) (summarizing an interview with an FBI agent and stating that “smoke on film came from 
attempt to penetrate bunker w/1 military and 2 ferret rounds” and further describing the military 
round as “Military was . . . bubblehead w /green base”); Handwritten notes (April 19, 1993) 
(making repeated references to military rounds fired on April 19, 1993, such as “smoke from 
bunker came when these guys tried to shoot gas into the bunker (military gas round)”). 

108. John C. Danforth, Special Counsel, Interim Report to the Deputy Attorney General 
Concerning the 1993 Confrontation at the Mt. Carmel Complex, Waco, Texas , 54 (July 21, 

2000 ). 

109. MSNBC, Watch It! With Laura Ingraham (Nov. 2, 1999). 

110. John Huang Interview FD-302 at 19 (Jan. 19 - Feb. 10, 1999). 

111. John Huang Interview FD-302 at 129 (Feb. 23 - March 26, 1999). 

112. House Committee on Government Reform, Hearings on the Role of John Huang and the 
Riady Family in Political Fundraising , 104 (Dec. 15, 1999) (stenographic record). 

113. Id. at 95. 

114. House Committee on Government Reform, Hearings on the Role of John Huang and the 
Riady Family in Political Fundraising, 15-16 (Dec. 15, 1 999) (stenographic record). 

115. Letter from Chairman Dan Burton to Attorney General Janet Reno, 2 (July 18, 2000). 

116. Justice Department Won J t Discuss Gore Video, Reuters (July 21 , 2000). 

117. Fox, Hannity and Colmes (July 19, 2000). 


24 



2091 


118. House Committee on Government Reform, The Failure to Produce White House E-Mails: 
Threats, Obstruction and Unanswered Questions , 106 th Cong., viii (Oct. 2000) (emphasis added). 

119. Minority Views on the E-mail Investigation, Executive Summary (Oct. 5, 2000). 


25 



2092 


EXHIBIT 4 



2093 







i>.c mso 


AUG r- , 


TO: James K. Robinson 

Assistant Attorney General 
Criminal Division) 



Lee J . Radek 
Chief 

Public Integrity Section 
Criminal Division 


SUBJECT: Review of Interim Report 


The Public Integrity Section has carefully reviewed the 
"Interim Report" prepared by Charles LaBella. former Supervising 
Attorney for the Campaign Financing Task Force, and James 
DeSarno, Assistant Director, Federal Bureau of Investigation 
(FBI) , CAMPCON (Task Force) . The Report presents the authors* 
views of the standards set out in the Independent Counsel 
Reauthorization Act of 1994 (the Act), and recommends that the 
Attorney General seek appointment of an independent counsel to 
handle campaign financing matters. The Report also makes 
individual recommendations with respect to the President and Vice 
President (the only covered persons discussed m the Report) and 
a number of persons not covered by the Act, recommending in each 
case that an independent counsel should be sought to investigate 
further. Finally, drawing upon the observations of these two 
individuals, the Report makes a number of recommendations for 
changes, legislative and policy, with respect to our handling of 
campaign finance matters. These merit further review and 
consideration by the Department, but will not be discussed 
further in this memorandum. 


I am troubled that the Report ignores the purposes that we 
had hoped to see accomplished in the course of this undertaking. 
The Report does not provide an in-depth summary or overview of 
the work of the Task Force, what it has accomplished and where it 
is headed. It offers no framework or plan for completing the 
work that these two supervisors have begun. It does not set out 
the authors* view of the appropriate role of the Department of 
Justice in addressing campaign financing issues -- what we can 
and should be seeking to accomplish --or how that role has been 
and will be fulfilled through .the work of the Task Force. I find 
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chf 1 interim Report disappointing in this regard, to say the 
least 


The bulk of the Report, rather, is devoted to a 
recommendation that the Attorney General refer the entire 
campaign financing matter 1 to an Independent Counsel. It is 
that portion of the Report that I will address in depth here. It 
is my conclusion that the recommendation is flawed and based on 
numerous misinterpretations of the Independent Counsel Act. 

One point must be made at the. outset. I am, to put it 
directly, outraged by the personal attacks and the suggestions 
contained in this Report, some subtle and some stunningly blunt, 
that the motivations of those who have advised the Attorney 
General over the last two years concerning the application of the 
Act with respect to campaign financing matters have been colored 
by bad faith, a deliberate twisting of the law and an effort to 
protect the White House. We have worked closely with these two 
individuals over many months, and while we certainly have had our 
disagreements, I am shocked that they should harder such views 
For example, they describe the altitudes and participation in the 
investigative process of those who have taker, positions with, 
which they disagree as "result oriented, " "coir.c through 
contortions,” "gamesmanship," and "intellectually dishonest.” Of 
course, these two officials of the Department are entitled to 
communicate their concerns to you, and if they had such concerns, 
should have done so long ago and cleared the air in a forum in 
which they would have remained confidential. It is inexcusable, 
and I believe clearly calculated, that they have chosen to 
communicate their views about others within the Department in a 
memorandum that is the subject of such intense public interest, 
and is therefore likely to be leaked or become public through 
some other route. 

1. gaasiai alLS- . afroMt . Sto v ep ipe 1 : A p p r o a c r,_r- o_ , the. 

I g y«;.? t iq atipn 

It is not clear to me what the Report's concern is in this 
section of the memorandum. The Report seems to express a view 
that the Task Force's work is being conducted as an uncoordinated 
group of individual investigations, with no one assessing the 
"big picture." 


1 We assume that this is the recommendation, although the 
Report nowhere is explicit as to whether it is recommending 
independent counsels with respect to specific alleged violations 
purportedly committed by specific individuals, or a general 
"campaign financing" independent counsel, with jurisdiction over 
all allegations of campaign financing abuse within the statute of 
limitations 
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First of all, ail decisions about how to ct racfcure'S^ 
Force's investigation have been made by the Task Force, ^om^i&nd 
structure; to the extent there has been any failure 
.incorporate an unified approach or engage in an interlocking 
analysis of ail the facts, I am unable to comment. Howe ye r ? H 
can .say that in ail the decades of experience I have hid ;in ilife 
department, I am unaware of any previous effort that has^been v Ji8 
carefully coordinated and in which such extensive s t eps liave peeh 
taken to ensure that any overlapping evidence or potentially 
interlocking cases is not overlooked. All task force matters 
nationwide have been directly supervised for the past year by one 
person, Mr. LaBella, whose job it was to make sure that the 
forest was not overlooked for the trees. A single team of FBI 
agents and other investigative personnel reported directly to one 
FBI supervisor, Mr. DeSarno. To the extent that these two may 
have become enmeshed in the details of individual investigations 
and cases, there were weekly, and often twice weekly meetings, 
with the Deputy Attorney General and the Attorney General to 
review developments and progress, with overlaps and 
interconnections a constant topic of review. : £ there is a "big 
picture" that is being ignored by the Task Force, prompt steps 
should be taken by its new head to address that failure. 

One factual assertion must be addressed here. The Report 
contends that the Task Force's efforts to do a broad survey of 
the "entire campaign finance landscape" have been "rejected," and 
that under our approach to the Independent Counsel Act, evidence 
of wrongdoing "must just appear." This is simply untrue, and I 
am unaware of any occasion when this has happened. The Task 
Force generally and Mr. LaBella personally, to my knowledge and 
in my presence, have been repeatedly told that no investigative 
steps were closed to them, that they are free to follow any 
leads, and that if their efforts develop specific and credible 
information that any covered person may have violated the law, 
the Attorney General will trigger the Act. 

The two examples the Report cites in fact illustrate how off 
the mark this complaint is. The Common Cause allegations were 
thoroughly considered, analyzed at length, and closed on their 
merits. Even so, the Task Force has repeatedly been assured that 
to the extent the facts underlying the Common Cause allegations 
are relevant to its investigation, it is free to explore them. 

The other example, the so-called "core group" investigative 
approach, was pursued by the Task Force for a period of time and 
eventually dropped by the Task Force because iz was unproductive; 
no one instructed the Task Force that it could not conduct such a 
review. 2 


* Indeed, this effort was insisted upon by Director Freeh, 
and numerous agents were directed to turn their attention to a 
pursuit of this unpredicaced investigation at a time when the 
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Director Freeh's December 1997 testimony before tV-0 House 
Government Reform and Oversight Committee on the progress of the 
investigation is illuminating on this point. He repeatedly 
Assured Congress that while there had been disagreements from : 
time to time over investigative strategy, the investigation h Ad 
not V been impeded or blocked. In response to a question from .. 
Congressman Burton as to whether the FBI felt that its ability to 
investigate the campaign financing matters had been impeded by 
the Department, Director Freeh responded: ' *> > 

Not impeded in the sense that they were unable to 
conduct what we believe is the requisite investigation. 

There have been complaints and there have been 
differences between prosecutors and agents in this case 
-- again, not an uncommon phenomenon -* about the scope 
or the direction or the perspective, but those have 
been, to my sati*. 'action, resolved without the 
investigation being harmed or impeded. 

To summarize, I agree entirely that it has been important 
that this project be handled as an unified task force 
undertaking, rather than having the individual cases parcelled 
out to the United States Attorneys' Offices, as would normally be 
the case. That was accomplished through the supervision of the 
two individuals who have authored this report. Weekly meetings 
have been held to ensure that patterns and the possibility of 
overlapping or connected schemes were identified and discussed. 
The Attorney General has asked repeatedly as the investigation 
has progressed whether information has been developed chat 
warrants reconsideration of the Independent Counsel issue and has 
repeatedly been told by these two individuals, responsible for 
coordination of the entire investigation, that there is no such 
information. 

2 . Ifae^nde,oerulgnt_ 1 

The Report argues that the Department has improperly and 
inconsistently interpreted the Independent Counsel Act in its 
approach to matters arising under the Task Force jurisdiction. 1 
believe that the authors of the Report have misunderstood, and in 
some instances mischaracterized. the recommendations of the 
Criminal Division to the Attorney General, which have provided 
the analytical foundations on which her final conclusions have 
rested. In some crucial aspects as well, I suggest that the 


Task Force was attempting to review large quantities of documents 
that had been obtained from the Democratic National Committee 
(DNC) . This led to delay in the review of documents, and 
resulted in the discovery of important evidence by the press 
before we were aware of it. Mr. LaBella's appointment was a 
direct result of the ensuing furor. 
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Report- 'misinterprets the Act. 

(a) "Evidence" and "Information" 

The first issue, which permeates the Report's discussion of 
the Independent Counsel Act, is an assertion that the Act -has-; 
been misapplied because from time to time the Public Integrity^ 
^Section has used the phrase "specific and credible evidence" 
rather than the statutory language, "specific and credible 
information" to describe the standard that governs the 
determination of whether a preliminary investigation is 
warranted. The Report states that this "raises the threshold" 
for triggering the .Act, and that a difference in meaning between 
the two words, while "subtle, is significant." 

If there was confusion on this issue, it should, have been 
raised and clarified long ago; as they have beer, used by us, the 
two words carry the same meaning. In describing the requirements 
of the Act, we do not always parrot its wording, but use words 
that we regard as equivalent ir. meaning. In :r. 15 case the two 
words both make it clear that the Act requires facts , rather than 
speculation or mere allegation, upon which a decision may be 
based. We have never suggested in any context that proof of an 
offense was required before the Act is triggered, as the Report 
suggests at page 10. 

The Report claims that we have failed to distinguish between 
evidence and information but does not explain what it views that 
difference to be. It further claims that this failure has 
affected the "conclusions reached in these matters," but fails to 
explain how. We note that the Report fails to identify any 
particular independent counsel analysis dealing with matters 
under the Task Force's jurisdiction which it believes was 
erroneous because of this purportedly altered standard. 

To reiterate, we have not used the word "evidence" in any 
technical or specialized way; it is merely an alternative 
phrasing to the statutory word "information." 3oth words are 
intended to convey the identical meaning -- a requirement that 
our conclusions be based on facts rather than speculation or 
innuendo . 

In every case in which the Public Integrity Section has been 
asked since the first enactment of the predecessor of the Act, to 
analyze the question of whether the Act has been triggered, it 
has applied the same standard. It explores whether we have 
"information sufficient to constitute grounds to investigate" 
whether a person covered by the Act may have committed an 
offense. 28 U.S.C. § 591(a). In determining whether we have 
such information, we are to consider the specificity and 
credibility of the information; if "the Attorney General 
determines that the information is specific and from a credible 
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source, the Attorney General shall, upon making that 
determination, commence a preliminary investigation M * 

28 U.S.C. S 591(d) (2) . This is the standard that has been 
applied to each matter under the Act, and to each allegation that 
has arisen within the context of the campaign financing 
investigation. 

The Report fundamentally misunderstands the requirements of 
the Independent Counsel Act -- and as a result leaps to the 
outrageous conclusion that the Public Integrity Section has 
engaged in a result -oriented analysis to protect the White House 
-- when it asserts that different standards have been applied to 
the various campaign financing matters that have arisen under the 
Act. In the Babbitt matter there was sworn testimony from a 
credible individual with no known motive to lie directly 
contradicting statements Babbitt had made under oath. In the 
Herman matter, we received detailed allegations from an 
individual in a position to have first-hand knowledge of the 
facts chat Herman had a concealed financial interest that she had 
failed to disclose on her financial disclosure fcrrr.s. There is 
no such specific and credible information concerning the 
President or Vice President, the only two covered persons 
mentioned in the Report, outlined anywhere in the Report or that 
has been brought to our attention in any other context. 
Furthermore, this allegation conveniently ignores the fact that 
both the President and Vice President have been investigated 
pursuant to the Independent Counsel Act with respect to campaign 
financing violations,* that is, when we were presented with 
specific information from a credible source, we did not hesitate 
to trigger the Act. 

(b) Dual Standard of Predication 

The Report next suggests that the Task Force has an 
extremely low standard of predication before opening a criminal 
investigation, and therefore the same standard should govern the 
determination as to whether the Independent Counsel Act is 
triggered. The Task Force's predication standard with respect to 
matters that arise outside the Independent Counsel Act is a 
matter of prosecutorial discretion, bounded only by the limits of 
due process, and there well may be sound reasons for it to be so 
low. Obviously, this power to investigate is subject to 
tremendous abuse, and should be used only sparingly; in this case 
the public interest has led the Attorney General to conclude that 
it is appropriate to pursue investigations we would not otherwise 
pursue . 

The Independent Counsel Act, in contrast, is a statutory 
standard that we are not free to ignore. Congress did not intend 
that independent counsels would be appointed merely because there 
was public concern or congressional pressure to investigate. The 
"specific and credible information" standard was specifically 

6 OOJ-FLB-00A35 



2099 


adopted to ensure that there must be concrete tactual support ^fpr' 

.a pojhclusion that a covered person may have committed a crime t-f) 
^before triggering the requirements of the Act. In 1978, when the 
te wat first passed, only specific information of the offense’ 

^8 ^required: •The term ' specific information* is used so that 

the ^provisions of (the ActJ will not apply to a generalized 
•jallegation of wrongdoing which contains no specific factual 
.Vtippqrt.” S. Rep. 170 at 52. In 1962, concerned that the 
trigger standard was too low. Congress raised it to add the 
credibility requirement: 

Public confidence is not served by investigation of 
meritless allegations made by unreliable sources. (The 
prior standard requiring only specific information) 
invites abuse of the special prosecutor process by 
persons who want to harm the reputations of public 
officials. Finally, this standard wastes valuable 
Department of Justice resources by requiring high 
priority investigations in situations where r.o one else 
would be investigated. 

S. Rep. 496 ac 12. Congress reiterated in 1982 that the 
specificity requirement meant that "the provisions of (the Act) 
will not apply to generalized allegations of wrcr.c doing which 
contain no factual support." Id . 

.The Report argues that the legislative history supports the 
opposite reading. It contends that Congress intended that 
covered persons should be investigated under the same 
circumstances that ordinary citizens would be investigated, and 
that since the Task Force is investigating individuals based only 
on a M wisp of information" under circumstances where the 
• allegations may be described as "frivolous," the same standard 
should apply to covered persons. The legislative history is 
indeed replete with expressions of concern that there be a level 
playing field with respect to covered persons and ordinary 
citizens, and that the same standards should apply. However, 
Congress's concern in making these observations was that the 
triggering standards were too low , and that covered persons were 
being subjected to investigations under circumstances where no 
ordinary citizen would be; it therefore included the "specific 
and credible" predication standard to approximate the generally 
applicable standards for initiation of a criminal investigation. 
See . e, q . , FBI General Crimes Guidelines. The prospect that the 
Department would devote resources to the investigation of 
unsubstantiated, frivolous allegations against ordinary citizens 
was simply not a factor in Congress's calculus. See, S. Rep. No. 
496 at 11-13 (1982) (discussing need to raise triggering standard 
so unsupported allegations do not trigger the Act) . 

We believe the Act itself as well as the legislative history 
make it clear that the Act is to be triggered only when the 
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Department receives specific and credible information sugg¥^ 
that an individual, either covered by the Act or as to whom;'l.t7 
-**puld be a conflict^ of interest for the Department .< to 
investigate, may have committed a violation of federal criminii 
law t ; whatever may be our authority to conduct inquiries of S 
'•allegations” without factual support under more flexible 
standards or for other purposes under our broad prosecutorial 
discretion with respect to matters not arising under the Act; 
triggering the Act requires specific and credible information 

that a crime may have been committed . * 

This is still an extremely low threshold. In assessing 
whether the Act is triggered, we lack the discretion to weigh all 
the traditional factors that we ordinarily consider in deciding 
whether a matter merits investigation. We cannot consider the 


* The Report also argues that since the Attorney General 
has directed that "no stone be left unturned, *• ar.d the Task Force 
is fully investigating all campaign financing allegations whether 
they appear to be meritorious or not, this constitutes an 
“established policy" of the Department which ought to govern the 
determination of whether the Independent Counsel Act is 
triggered. 26 U.S.C. 5 592(c)(1)(B).. Following a preliminary 
investigation, the Department is indeed required to follow 
established policies with respect to the conduct of 
investigations pursuant to this provision of the Act. This 
provision was added in 1982, and is intended to permit, with a 
report to the Court, the closing of matters as to which we have 
an established policy against prosecution. See S. Rep. 20S9 at 
14-15. This provision does not affect and does not come into 
play with respect to the decision whether to initiate a 
preliminary investigation, which requires specific and credible 
information. 

It is also worthy of note that while the Report places great 
stock in the informal public statements of the Attorney General 
that “no stone be left unturned" as establishing a policy of the 
Department which we are bound to follow, it advocates that we 
completely ignore a longstanding written policy of the 
Department, the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the 
Federal Election Commission (FEC) , discussed infra . Apparently 
policies are only to be followed if they lead to the results 
sought by the authors. 

It should go without saying that the remarks of the Attorney 
General describing the approach to a particular investigation 
could never constitute a written or established policy of the 
Department under the Act. Otherwise, any Attorney General could 
predetermine the outcome of the independent counsel decision with 
such an ad hoc pronouncement . 
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minbr /nature of the alleged offense, the lack of potential -jury 
appeal/ the availability of alternative remedies, or the 
'likelihood that the investigation will develop a solid 'enough 
case /to prove an offense beyond a reasonable doubt. Covered 
individuals have repeatedly been subjected to a full-scale 
preliminary investigation and subsequent investigation by 
^independent counsel sin circumstances where most prosecutbrs, 
exercising prosecutorial discretion, would have declined even tp 
investigate. Public servants covered by the Act do. however, 
have the statutory protection that the provisions of the Act will 
not be triggered absent specific and credible information that 
they may have violated the law. The Report's conclusion that 
this minimal standard should be set aside in this case has no 
support in the Act, and indeed appears to us to be the very sort 
of strained, result -oriented analysis of which iz accuses those 
who disagree with the authors. 

3 • Specific Recommendations chat the Act ce Triooered 

The Report then makes a series of recommends r ions that the 
Independent Counsel Act be triggered with respect to several 
specific individuals and allegations. Each will oe addressed 
below. 


(a) Harold Ickes 

Although the Report argues otherwise, Harold Ickes is not a 
covered person. The Act covers "any officer" of the Clinton/Gore 
'96 campaign committee "exercising authority at the national 
level." 28 U.S.C § 591(b)(6). During the campaign, Ickes was 
Deputy Chief of Staff at the White House with primary 
responsibility for coordinating the campaign functions among the 
White House, the DNC, and Clinton/Gore '96; he was not an officer 
of the campaign. He held no campaign title and received no 
compensation from the campaign. Nevertheless, the Report argues 
that because Ickes acted like an officer of the campaign he is a 
"de facto" covered person under the Act.* 


* One part of the Report criticizes this Section's handling 
of independent counsel matters by citing legislative history from 
the 198*7 Reenactment that criticizes the Department for conducting 
preliminary investigations under the guise of threshold inquiries 
in order to avoid the Act's reporting requirements. However, in 
its effort to determine during the 30-day period whether a person 
may have violated criminal law as required ur.de r § 591(a), the 
Department has always conducted whatever investigation of the facts 
that could be accomplished in the short amount of time allowed. 
Indeed, in the Senate Report following the hearings for the latest 
Reenactment, the Department's closure without preliminary 
investigation of several matters because the facts proved to be 
untrue, and others because the facts did not constitute an offense. 
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..We.can find no support, in the Act or iLs legislative history 
for- the "de facto" argument. The Act's coverage provisions -are > 
.bright line markers. Covered individuals are clearly demarcated 
by;title and salary level. The Act provides that "officers* of 
the * campaign who exercise national authority are covered, not 
^individuals" who. do so even though they are not officers. We 
"eire not free to rewrite the statute to cover persons whom 
'Congress chose not to cover. Indeed, the interpretation advanced 
in the memorandum effectively eliminates half of the statutory 
provision: it would cover anyone who exercised national 
authority, regardless of whether they were officers. Again, to 
reach its conclusion that Ickes is covered, the Report seems to 
be engaging in the same twisting and stretching of the terms of 
the Act to reach a desired result of which it accuses those who 
disagree with its authors. 

The Report also hints that Ickes should be considered to be 
covered under the Act because of his former high-level position 
in the White House. He held the title of Deputy Chief of Staff, 
a title that in previous Administrations typically had received 
sufficient compensation to render the incumbent a covered person 
under section 591 lb) (3). Ickes. however, was compensated at a 
rate of pay below Level II of the Executive Schedule, which is 
the statutory cutoff. Under the clear provisions of the Act. he 
is not and never was covered under this provision. In any event, 
he left this position well ever a year ago, and thus would no 
longer be covered no matter what his race of pay may have been. 

More persuasive is the argument that because of Ickes' 
exercise of power and authority with respect to campaign matters, 
together with his high-level (though again not covered) former 
position as a White House staffer, he should be found to be 
covered under the discretionary clause. The Criminal Division 
has always considered the decision whether to invoke the 
discretionary clause to be a personal decision entrusted to the 
Attorney General, and other than notifying the Attorney General 
when an individual as to whom she may want to consider use of the 
discretionary clause is under investigation, has avoided weighing 
in on the merits of the issue. 

However, the Report affirmatively asserts that Ickes and 
others are “covered" under the discretionary clause, seemingly 
overlooking the fact that the clause discretionary. The 
Report asserts that the discretionary clause was “intended to 
include" certain persons as covered. Report at 25. To the 
contrary, the discretionary clause was intended to permit the 
Attorney General to decide that any person as to whom there was a 


were cited as being in compliance with the Statute. 
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conflict of interest should be investigated under the provisions 
o£ the Act. The legislative history suggests some individuals 
examples of ’ persons as to whom the Attorney General might, 

"conflict, but the provision does not in any way direct ^ha"th:a)iy 
of these persons are to be considered covered. 

The Report recounts at some length the reasons why the 
Attorney General might determine that she should utilize the. 
discretionary clause with respect to Ickes. Dave vicinanzo has 
undertaken a thorough analysis of the information the Task Force 
has gathered suggesting that Ickes may have violated federal 
criminal law. Even should the Attorney General ultimately decide 
to exercise the discretionary cause with respect to Ickes, the 
restrictive time periods and investigative limitations imposed by 
the Act do not come into play until that decision is made, and I 
see no reason 'why the Attorney General should rush to a 
conclusion to utilize the discretionary clause. At the very 
least, a thorough analysis of the information we have and the 
reasonable inferences that can be based on that information 
should be completed before any decision is made. 

I dc note, however, that I am unaware of any case that would 
support the suggestion in the Report that Ickes is criminally 
responsible in connection with Charlie Trie's illegal 
contributions to the DNC because he failed to warn it after 
learning that Trie had made questionable payments to the 
President's legal defense fund. The Report offers no case or 
statutory analysis to support its theory. I understand that Dave 
Vicinanzo is reviewing this issue as well. 

(b) President Clinton 

(i) Charlie Trie and the Presidential Legal 
Expense Trust (PLET) Contributions 

The Report next recommends that the Act be triggered with 
respect to President Clinton. On April 22 , 1996, President 
Clinton appointed his friend Charlie Trie to the Commission on 
U.S. Trade and Investment Policy (Commission) . Approximately one 
month earlier, Trie had provided the Presidential Legal Expense 
Trust (PLET) with a large number of donations he claimed to have 
solicited from the Asian-American community on behalf of the 
President, many of which PLET subsequently returned because they 
appeared to be conduit or foreign contributions. When he made 
the contribution, Trie made comments that suggested he had 
already been told he was going to be named to the Commission. 

The Report goes on to ask a series of rhetorical questions 
inquiring whether the President may have committed a bribe, 
knowingly accepted a gratuity, or committed other crimes with 
respect to the decision to name Trie to the Commission or the 
handling of PLET decisions, and suggests that while "there may be 


11 


OOJ-FLB40140 



2104 


innocent explanations* ■ the only way to know the answers to rt}V$ 
questions is to conduct a criminal investigation, and since 
President is a covered person, the Independent Counsel Act is’ 
therefore triggered. 

The authors of the Report apparently recognize that theife \fs v 
absolutely no specific and credible information suggesting that 3. 
the President committed a crime with respect to any of these 
matters; the Report identifies none, but rather lists a series of 
provocative and speculative hypothetical questions it asserts 
should be answered. It falls back on its argument that since the 
Task Force investigates allegations and speculation without 
predication, this matter should be treated the same way. As 
explained in detail above, this is not the standard of the 
Independent Counsel Act, and does not govern the decision to 
trigger the Act. 

However, the conduct <?f Charlie Trie and his role in the 
solicitation and delivery of illegal campaign contributions, and 
the degree to which his conduct with respect to the PLET 
contributions mirrored that role, are clearly natters of 
legitimate interest to the Task Force. In the course of its 
investigation of Trie, should the Task Force develop any facts -- 
as opposed to speculative questions -- suggesting that the 
President named Trie to the Commission in quid pro quo exchange 
for his PLET contributions, that will trigger the Act; and we 
will conduct a preliminary investigation at that time. The 
Report recognizes, of course, that financial supporters of the 
Administration are not barred from service to the government, and 
that the President is free to name his financial and political 
supporters to a variety of governmental positions without running 
afoul of the law. Report at 49, n.26. We do not and will not 
investigate every public official who takes official action that 
benefits a supporter on the speculation that it may have been a 
bribe, though I recognize that the current investigation of the 
Loral matter edges close. 9 If this were the standard, every 
member of Congress would be under criminal investigation, since 
each regularly takes official action that benefits his or her 
supporters . 


5 The Report's discussion of the Loral natter will be 
explored in more detail later in this memorandum. In brief, 
rather than conclude from the Loral precedent that all such 
matters should be investigated, we suggest that the Loral 
decision is an anomaly because of the unique circumstances of 
that matter. We also would recommend that if our initial inquiry 
does not promptly develop evidence to support a theory that there 
was criminal conduct with respect to the Loral matter, it should 
be closed. * 
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(ii) Knowledge o£ Foreign Contributions 

• • t . ■ * V.\V 

(The Report .then recommends that the Act be triggered because 
•the President , Vice President and senior White House officials 
Jcnew^pr had reason to know that foreign funds were being v 
funnelled into the DNC. It contends that Johnny Chung was 
granted access to the White House because he was a contributor to 
the DNC, and that White House staffers knew he was bringing 
foreign nationals to the White House for various events. It 
outlines an exchange of memos and e-mails among mid- level White 
House staffers expressing some concern about Chung and the 
individuals he was bringing into the White House. From this, the 
Report concludes that “the white House" knew that Chung's 
contributions were illegal conduit contributions of foreign 
money, and that "it is inconceivable that senior officials at the 
White House were oblivious to these connections." 

It is my view that there is no informat icr. whatsoever 
outlined in the Report to support this cone Xus ion . Far from 
inconceivable, I think it very unlikely that Ihur.g informed 
anyone at the White House that his contributions were illegal or 
that they had any awareness of this fact. Indeed. the focus of 
the internal communications that are described ir. the Report was 
on Chung's apparent representations that he could encourage 
apparently legal American-Chinese business donations. The 
i internal communications quoted by the Report plainly do not 
suggest that the authors recognized any possibility that Chung's 
contributions were illegal in any way. 

The Report also contends that the President and others 
.engaged in a "conscious decision not to learn the truth" about 
Charlie Trie's fund-raising and therefore are guilty of "not 
alerting the DNC and Clinton/Gore" about potential problems with 
Trie. Other than the fact that apparently no one in the white 
House did alert the DNC after the problems with Trie's PLET 
contributions were uncovered, the Report contains no explanation 
as to why it concludes that this was potentially criminal. There 
is no legal or factual analysis offered of the circumstances 
under which such non-action by individuals outside the campaign 
might be criminal. 

It is my view that the facts described in the Report do not 
support a conclusion that any covered person r.ay have violated 
federal criminal law and thus do not trigger the Independent 
Counsel Act. As noted above, however, Trie's conduct is clearly 
within the legitimate scope of the Task Force's investigation; if 
in the course of its continuing review it develops facts, as 
opposed to speculation, supporting a conclusion that a covered 
person may have committed a crime relating to Trie's 
contributions, we will consider at that time whether the 
Independent Counsel Act has been triggered. 
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J'. Finally, the Report argues that "senior White House and 
.high-level DNC personnel" knew or consciously decided to avoid 
learning the truth about illegal foreign funds in connection with 
contributions. This is a very brief 
portion ot the Report. It does not identify any facts concerning 
the President except that he attended coffee. The 

^Report does not explain how or why it reaches the conclusion that 
based on that attendance, the President knew or should have known 
than* was making illegal contributions of foreign 

funds. No other covered person is mentioned. 

The Task Force has never been restricted in any way in its 
investigation of the coffees, though concern has indeed been 
expressed by me and others from time to time that this line of 
investigation carries little likelihood of bearing fruit. 
Nevertheless, the FBI and the Task Force supervisors expressed 
their continuing interest in exploring the circumstances of the 
coffees. Should the Task Force develop information in the course 
of that investigation that the President or ar.y other covered 
person violated federal criminal law with respect to the 

donations, we will consider at that time whether the 
Independent Counsel Act has beer, triggered.. 

f . c) Vice President Gere 

The portion of the Report devoted to vice President Gore is 
only one page long, and is so superficial that I am at a loss as 
to how to respond. It seems to suggest that the Attorney General 
was wrong in her section 607 analysis which led to the conclusion 
that no independent counsel need to be appointed with respect to 
Vice President Gore's fund-raising calls. Its bottom line, 
however, without analysis, is that if there were a viable "§ 371 
conspiracy to defraud the United States," the vice President 
"would certainly be among those whose conduct would be reviewed." 
Because we are offered no facts or analysis, : am unable tc offer 
any views of this recommendation. 

With respect to the apparent criticism of the Attorney 
General's conclusion last year that the fund-raising calls did 
not warrant appointment of an independent counsel, the Report 
makes no specific points and thus I am unable to respond. To the 
extent that the Report seems to suggest that the decision was 
inappropriately based solely on the uncorroborated statements of 
the Vice President as to his intent and lack of knowledge, this 
is a gross misreading of our recommendation tc the Attorney 
General. Our conclusions that these were soft money 
solicitations and thus outside the scope of section 607 was based 
on the results of hundreds of interviews with those who 
participated in the calls, and the examination of scores of 
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documents . ' In addition, as a wholly independent ground 
Supporting our recommendation, we documented a well-established 
Departmental policy of not prosecuting section 607 violations 
’absent 'aggravating circumstances not present here. 

(d) The First Lady 

• The First Lady, is not a covered person. Nevertheless, I 
assume it is very likely that the Attorney General would decide 
to invoke the discretionary clause were we to receive substantial 
information suggesting that the First Lady had committed a 
federal criminal violation. I reiterate, as was pointed out . 
above, that the discretionary clause grants us considerably more 
flexibility than do the mandatory provisions of the Act. We are 
free to explore any allegations preliminarily and test 
information received before deciding whether the Act should be 
invoked . 

The Report contends that the First Lady may :•= criminally 
liable for her failure to warn the DNC about Trie after learning 
of his questionable contributions to PLET. As is oiscussed 
above, it offers no case or legal analysis tc s-rrtrt this 
theory. The First Lady was net an officer in the Z'lZ , and there 
is no evidence that she knew of Trie's contributions to the DNC. 

I am aware of no established -- or even cutting edge -- theory of 
criminal liability under which the First Lady could be prosecuted 
based on these facts, although again, Dave Vicir.anzo is reviewing 
this issue. 

The “Gina Ratliff incident," described as a "mild 
extortion," hardly merits discussion. The Report acknowledges 
.that there is no evidence whatsoever that the First Lady even 
knew of these events, which were handled by two of her staffers. 
While it says that it is "unclear" whether any others in the 
White House knew, it does not describe why it is unclear. In any 
event, I do not believe that it is an extortion for the White 
House to inform Chung that his continued privileges to visit the 
White House depended upon his meeting his contractual obligations 
to a former White House intern. 


* The Report asserts at one point that "the calls had 
nothing to do with the reelection effort, according to the Vice 
President," id-/ at 5, insinuating that because of the patent 
absurdity of that representation, nothing the Vice President said 
about the calls should be believed. The problem with this 
argument is that the Vice President said no such thing. In his 
interview, he acknowledged without hesitation that the calls, and 
the resulting funds that would be raised, were expected to have a 
positive impact on the campaign. 
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(oj Other Matters 

gibe Report concludes its survey of matters that it 
recoi^nds warrant the appointment of an independent counselyitK 
the description of variety of incidents which it "describes as 
^rpubling. ■ They range from the coffee to John 

'Huang v . s apparent fund-raising while he was still employed \a 
Department of Commerce to a variety of incidents that may suggest 
DMC officials should have been aware that some contributions 
from foreign sources. The individuals named include John Huang,* 
DNC fund-raiser Marvin Rosen, DNC mid- level official David 
Mercer, and others. 

None of these individuals are covered by the Act, and the 
Attorney General concluded long ago that there was insufficient 
potential for a conflict of interest to warrant use of the 
discretionary clause with respect to these individuals and 
events. It has been my assumption that all of these matters have 
been under active ongoing investigation by the Task Force. The 
Report identifies no new information or developments that would 
suggest that there is now a conflict; of interest for the Task 
Force to continue the investigation and resolve tnese matters. 1 


t£) Common Cause Allegations 

The argument that the Act should be triggered based on the 
Common Cause allegations runs throughout the memorandum. This 
issue has been discussed and analyzed within the Department 
repeatedly and at great length, and the Attorney General has 
reached and publicly announced her decision that the allegations 
do not warrant appointment of an independent counsel.' We see 


1 This does not mean that I concur that prosecution based on 
the legal theories of liability advanced in the Report would 
necessarily be appropriate or valid. I am particularly troubled by 
the prospect of escalating a possible civil Hatch Act violation 
into a felony conspiracy. Considerably more legal and policy 
analysis is called for before proceeding on this theory. 

• The Report's repeated complaint that the Common Cause 
allegations have been left unresolved and hanging, without 
action, is simply untrue. The Attorney General has repeatedly 
responded to these allegations in writing and has testified 
concerning her conclusion in this matter. See , e .g . , Letter from 
the Attorney General to Senator Orrin Hatch, Chairman, Committee 
on the Judiciary, April 14, 1997. In her recent testimony, the 
Attorney General explained at some length both her decision and 
the basis for it: 

With respect to the advocacy ads, as I have pointed out 
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to you before, and the statute that creates the Federal 
Election Commission has made very clear, the FEC has 
primary responsibility under the law for interpreting 
the election laws and for investigating violations of 
those laws. The Department has had a longstanding 
policy, reflected in a written 1977 memorandum of 
understanding, deferring to the FEC in investigating 
election law violations. 

We have brought criminal prosecutions only where the 
law is clearly established and clearly violated. To 
establish a criminal violation, we have to snow that 
the defendant acted knowingly and willfully, that he 
consciously violated the law. The law governing these 
allegations : r. far from clear and it is impossible to 
conclude on wnat we know that anyone could have 
violated it knowingly and willfully. At the same time, 
the FEC is pursuing this and if they determine that 
there is evidence, they will refer it tc us and if it 
reflects on a covered person and is spec :::: and 
credible with respect to a covered perscr. : -will 
trigger the Act. 

First, at the time of the ad campaigns at issue, the 
Department of Justice and the FEC had taken the 
position that coordination between a party and its 
candidate was irrelevant. What mattered was the 
content of the advertisement, what it said. 

Secondly, the content tests are very unsettled. Courts 
differ on whether the proper standard is express 
advocacy or electioneering message. The courts differ 
over the application of these tests in particular 
cases . ... 

The Department has no experience in judging the content 
of political advertisements. We have never 
investigated such a matter. This is precisely the sort 
of thing which should be deferred to the FEC under the 
structure of the Act. We are aware that the FEC 
already has under investigation allegations that soft 
money was misused during the 1996 election bv the 
parties and the candidates to evade the spending 
limits. If the FEC uncovers evidence of a knowing and 
willful violation of the election laws that warrants 
criminal prosecution, I am sure they will refer it to 
us under established procedures, and if it triggers the 
Independent Counsel Act, I will do so. 

This is hardly a matter that is "unresolved" or left hanging in 
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npLUitig to be gained by further debate oE the issue, and will 
Address only a tew points with respect to Common Cause: 

A * .'*• 

First of all, the Report misrepresents the course of . 
•discussion on this issue. The Report alleges that the Common 
^aiise analysis was based on a "parochial and professorial 
Application" of the Independent Counsel Act, that our handling of 
tne matter has been "marked by gamesmanship" and is 
"intellectually dishonest." The Report argues that we were 
"hostile'' to the triggering, of the Act, and thus "had to find a 
theory" to avoid conducting an investigation.* 

The authors* attribution of bad faith to those of us who 
have disagreed with them on various issues is nothing short of 
shocking. A range of experienced attorneys, including an 
attorney from the Appellate Section, have devoted innumerable 
hours of work to exploring these complicated issues, and there is 
simply nothing in any of our exchanges with Messrs. LaSella and 
DeSarno that would merit such attacks on the integrity of these 
attorneys. We have explored every argument advanced by them 
concerning the Common Cause allegations with consideration and 
respect, but have in the end disagreed. It is outrageous for 
this Report to twist these attorneys' good faith efforts to 
explore these issues by labelling them with pejorative terms, or 
to suggest that their -- and my -- views were corrupted by a 
determination to avoid any given result.. 

Indeed, the Common Cause allegations were analysed without 
respect to the Independent Counsel Act. Those . allegations were 
rejected on their merits as not suggesting potential violations 
of federal criminal law, based on the information available to 
* us. While we did not conclude that the handling of soft money by 
the two campaigns was necessarily in conformity with the Federal 
Election Campaign Act (FECA) , we did conclude that given the 
state of the law, that conduct could not have beer, a willful 
violation of the law, and thus could not be prosecuted 
criminally. We further concluded chat this sort of regulatory 
issue is one that is squarely within the province of the FEC and 
properly handled by it both as a matter of administrative law and 
pursuant to our long -established MOU with the Commission, which 


limbo. The Attorney General could not have beer, clearer. 


* This allegation would surprise the numerous subjects of 
ongoing independent counsel investigations, when specific and 
credible evidence of a potential violation of law by a covered 
person warrants further investigation, the record shows that no 
one involved in this process has hesitated to recommend that an 
independent * counsel be appointed. 
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allocates initial responsibility Cor such matters to 'the 'FEC . We 
:are unable to identify any "gamesmanship, " or "parochial and " 
professorial" reasoning in any of these determinations 1 

" ‘ . ' .i 

The Report argues that the Attorney General's conclusion 
•with respect to the Common Cause allegations "virtually ignores 
the possibility that there exists a section 371 conspiracy to 
defraud the United States by violating the civil regulatory 
framework set out in the FECA." I do not dispute that a 
conspiracy to engage in concerted violations of the law, even the 
civil law, may support a criminal prosecution, though I believe 
there are sound reasons why any such prosecution should be 
approached with care, and why in most such cases deferral to the 
civil authorities is likely to be the most appropriate remedy. 

Bui no one "ignored" this "significant speed bump" that the 
Report claims this theory represents. 

To the contrary, the Attorney General has addressed the 
ultimate issue here squarely. She has decided that no amount of 
coordination between the candidates and the party can, by itself, 
constitute a violation. Only the content of the ads can 
establish even a civil violation of the FECA 

Since the authors of the report would fir.d a potential crime 
on these facts it would seem that they argue that it is a 
conspiracy to defraud the United States even where there is no 
civil violation, that is, where the subjects have conformed their 
behavior to the law. A recent Appellate Section memorandum 
rejects their theory, as should all. who give it any serious 
consideration. 10 

The Attorney General has concluded that these allegations 
are properly addressed initially through the established 
regulatory processes of the FEC, not as a matter of criminal law. 
This is not sophistry or evasion of our responsibility to enforce 
the criminal law, as the Report seems to suggest. Rather, it is 
an analysis based on the appropriate allocation of enforcement 
responsibility in a complicated regulatory scheme. Our deference 
to the FEC is an established policy of the Department, 


10 Any conspiracy requires specific intent, and the 
Attorney General's conclusion was that giver, the state of the law 
at the time, any violation of the FECA based on the conduct 
alleged by Common Cause could not be proven to have been a 
purposeful violation of a statutory standard known and understood 
by the offender. National Right to Work Comm, v. FEC . 716 F . 2d 
1401 (D.C. Cir. 1983) (civil enforcement action) . Thus, if there 
were violations of the civil regulatory scheme -- and that is a 
determination properly made in the first instance by the FEC 
there is no basis on which to conclude that they may have been 
willful. 
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memot i alized in a formal MOU, not a theory concocted on the spol: 
to avoid application of the Independent Counsel Act. 

The Report's argument that the only reason for our decision 
was the involvement of the President and other high-level 
.officials is preposterous. Indeed, such allegations under any 
other circumstances would never have been considered for 
prosecution, and would never have received the serious 
exploration and consideration that have marked our review of the 
Common Cause letters. In fact, in the history of the election 
laws we have never investigated criminally any allegation of 
improper coordination of campaign advertising, or improper 
control of a party's ads by a candidate. The only reason this 
case has merited the attention it has received is precisely 
because it involves the President . 

(g) The Lore 1 Investigation 

It is true that with regard to the Loral -at ter, the Task 
Force is examining a transaction without predicate. That happens 
from time to time when there is substantial- publ to concern about 
a matter. However, at present, there is not a scintilla of 
evidence -- or information -- that the President was corruptly 
influenced by Bernard Schwartz, as the authors concede. It is 
stretching our investigative prerogative even to open an inquiry 
into the Loral transaction; it would be absurd -- and contrary to 
the law --to refer it to an independent counsel, without any 
evidence suggesting that any wrongdoing occurred. 

The Report suggests that there will be a conflict of 
interest with respect to this inquiry because two high-level 
Department officials, both of whom have dealt closely with the 
Task Force, are potential witnesses. That is an issue that is 
commonly dealt with, and has been dealt with in this case, by 


11 The Report cites two documents which it suggests weakly 
"may establish a principled reason" to handle this matter under 
the Independent Counsel Act. One is a letter to National 
Security Counsel head Samuel Berger from a Loral executive urging 
a quick decision on the matter, because delay would result in 
serious financial losses to the company. We see nothing in this 
letter to suggest a corrupt deal between Loral ar.d the 
Administration. The second document is a memorandum authored by 
Ickes three and a half years earlier, naming Schwartz as an 
individual that the President should call to ask for assistance 
in fund-raising in the course of the campaign. As set out 
earlier, we decline to infer that action taken or. behalf of a 
supporter of an elected official is presumed to be corrupt, and 
there is nothing in these two documents that establishes anything 
other than that Loral was seeking action and Schwartz was a 
supporter of* the President. 
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.i^.ecit8filo' We see no reason why this would create atcdiif 
.interest for the Department, were it to -continue to’ investigate 
'this matter. Department employees frequently are witnesses in 
criminal matters. ’ '•'/ .£>1 

Similarly, the fact that this transaction involves a. patter 
asto which the Department recommended a course other than that 
•which the White House followed does not create a conflict of 
interest. The events are historical; we are not in a position 
where our investigation could be viewed as a cudgel to try to 
force the White House into following our recommendation. The 
Department frequently is asked for its views on a variety of 
governmental actions. Never has it been suggested that this 
creates a later conflict of interest if allegations of 
criminality arise. If we commented on a piece of legislation, 
would it then be a conflict of interest for us to investigate 
allegations that a legislator who voted contrary to our views 
took a bribe? 

Finally, the document production issues raised by the White 
House with the Department are the sort of routine give-and-take 
among Executive Branch agencies that occur all the time. They do 
indeed create some tensions and difficulties, cut they are common 
and not the sort of conflict of interest that wculd justify 
resort to the Independent Counsel Act. 
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CONFIDENTIAL MEMORANDUM 

July 20, 1998 

Toe The Attorney General 

The Deputy Attorney General 
James K. Robinson, Assistant Attorney General 

From: Robert S. Litt VA/ 

Re La Bella/DeSamo Memorandum 



I thought I would set down some preliminary' observations about the 
memorandum provided to you by Chuck La Bella and Jim DeSamo. I 
believe that Public Integrity should be asked to comment on it 

The Independent Counsel Act 

The memorandum argues at length that the Department has applied 
theAct improperly and inconsistently. Setting aside the repeated attacks 
on the motivations of those who disagree with the conclusions reached in 
the memorandum — attacks which I think are unjustified and inaccurate — 
the central argument is that we have applied too high a standard in 
seeking specific and credible evidence of criminality, and that the Task 
Force’s investigation has been hindered by this artificial standard. 

I would have thought that this issue had been laid to rest by now. 
The comprehensive nature of this memorandum showy that the Task Force 
has not been blocked from pursuing any leads in matters where there is 
predication for a criminal investigation.* However, to date it has been 
unable to come up with any specific and credible information that a 
covered person may have committed a crime. The memorandum 

1 The memorandum states that “[e]very time" it was suggested that the Task Force 
u conductQ an inquiry or investigation of the entire campaign finance landscape in 
order to determine if there exists specific information from a credible source" that 
would trigger the Act, "it has been refected on the theory that such an inquiry can 
only be conducted pursuant to a preliminary investigation." (pp. 7*8) I am unaware 
of any occasion on which this has happened. On die contrary, the Attorney General 
constantly asks whether we have uncovered information sufficient to trigger die 
Act* and constandy emphasizes that the Task Force must follow die evidence 
wherever it leads. 
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frequently raises questions, but a question or a speculation is not specific 
and credible information. In other words. It is not the Independent 
Counsel Act that is blocking investigation of the President and those 
around him; It is the lack of any specific and credible information that they 
may have committed a crime. 

I do agree with the memo that the decision to investigate the Loral 
matter seems to involve a lower standard of predication than we 
ordinarily use. Indeed, the memo itself makes It clear that there is 
absolutely no evidence at this time of anything more than that the 
President and others in the White House mav have taken into account the 
fact that Loral was a major contributor — although even this much Is by no 
means clear. However, as we have often discussed, this is simolv not a 
crime in the absence of a specific quid pro quo. I do not doubt that had 
this matter been brought to any U.S. Attorney’s office in the country it 
would have been closed without investigation. (I note that no one has 
expressed interest in following up criminally on the recent Wall Street 
Journal article setting forth numerous instances in which Sen. Lott took 
actions favoring large contributors). 

Our decision to investigate the Loral matter was, thus, in part a 
response to outside pressure. (It was for this reason that 1 believed, and 
sdll believe, that we should have deferred a criminal investigation to 
Congressional inquiries). However, it is not unusual for us to commence 
investigations of matters we would not ordinarily investigate in response 
to outside pressure (Martin Luther King, for example). Moreover, Loral is 
different from the Common Cause allegations (which I will discuss 
somewhat more below) in that there is no agency with the sort of primary 
jurisdiction that the FEC has to evaluate campaign finance matters. If die 
Loral investigation leads to any specific and credible information against 
die President or another covered person, then we must trigger the Act; but 
not even the memorandum’s authors believe we have that now.’ 

Finally, although I don’t think that it has any impact on the analysis,I 
want to note my disagreement with the proposition that the Attorney 
General’s statements that we will follow all leads in the campaign finance 
investigation constitutes an established policy of the Department for 
purposes of the Independent Counsel Act (p. 12). That cannot be so; if the 

’I leave to others the analysis of whether die role that Mark Richard and I played in 
communicating with the White House creates a conflict for the De partmen t. 


0OJ-03150 




2117 


Attorney General stated that we would not investigate this matter, would 
that constitute a policy enab lin g us to avoid invocation of the Act? It 
seems dear to me that such a policy has to be Independent of the 
particular case; that certainly has been the practice of the Department, as 
we noted In the § 607 preliminary inquiry. Parenthetically, I note that the 
memorandum Ms to acknowledge that the MOU with the FEC dearly is 
such a policy. 

The Common Cause Allegations 

The Department having determined that the activities of the White 
House and the DNC in the media fund campaign did not warrant criminal 
investigation under FECA or the presidential funding acts, the 
memorandum argues that they should be prosecuted as a conspiracy to 
defraud the United States. (Sen. Thompson’s committee made the same 
argument; no one appears to press the election law violations now). It 
notes that we are pursuing this theory with respect to John Huang, whose 
alleged fund-raising activities at the Department of Commerce may have 
violated the Hatch Act — but not the criminal provisions of tire Act 

Whatever the merits of the theory may be with respect to Huang, 
however, there is a crucial difference. Huang’s activities (if true) violated 
the Hatch Act: the argument in the memorandum is that the media fund 
campaign was a crime even if it did not violate the election laws and 
indeed followed the guidance issued by the FEC. 1 am certainly not aware 
of any case in which a defendant followed a comprehensive regulatory 
scheme and exploited a loophole in it, but was later prosecuted because 
prosecutors later decide that the loophole should not have been there. 

For example, under the Ethics in Government Act certain government 
officials are required by statute to file financial disclosure forms, and false 
statements on those forms are criminal. The forms permit you to omit 
listing any assets worth less than $1000 (I believe that is the amount, but 
the particular number is irrelevant). If a wealthy man broke up all his 
assets into stockholdings of less than $1000, so that his worth appeared to 
be zero on the EIGA form (and did it In conspiracy with his stockbroker), 
could he be prosecuted for conspiracy to violate the United States? I 
would hope not Yet fundamentally that is what happened here. 
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At bottom, the “conspiracy to defraud” theory advocated here rests 
upon the premise that the campaign finance laws were in feet violated by 
the White House's control of the DNC media campaign . 1 Having found, 
however, that control itself is irrelevant, and that the question of the 
content of the advertisements should be deferred to the FEC, I think we 
have moved beyond this point 4 

Ickes 


I remain troubled, as I was when I read the draft memorandum, by 
the allegations concerning lekes, although they are somewhat confusing 
and the potential violations are not totally clear. It would certainly be 
helpful to see a chronological listing of the Ickes/Trie/Huang matters. But 
it still seems to me that we have enough to Investigate whether Ickes is 
criminally culpable as an aider and abettor to Illegal campaign 
contributions, and whether he committed perjury in the Diamond Walnut 
matter. 

However, Ickes is covered under the Independent Counsel Act, if at 
all, only under the discretionary provision. The attempt to make him a “de 
facto” covered person because of his campaign authority files in the face of 
both the language of the Act, which requires that he be an officer of the 
campaign exercising authority at a national level, and of the Department’s 
consistent practice, which looks to both function and title. The 
memorandum argues, in effect, that since Ickes exercised authority at a 
national level, and had a major role in running the Clinton Gore campaign, 
he should be deemed to have a title. This is exactly the kind of creative 
reading of the Act that the memorandum unjustly accuses the Department 
of engaging Ul* 


'For example, at p. 39, the memo suggests die possibility that “civil violations may 
form the predicate for a § 371 violation* (emphasis supplied), and claims that new 
facts have been discovered showing that the White House directed die media fund 
campaign - an issue which has never been disputed. 

4 I note also that It is inaccurate to in timate that the analysis of the Common Cause 
allegations was contorted in an effort to avoid the Independent Counsel Act. While 
the authors of the memorandum may disagree wife fee conclusions reached, those 
conclusions were reached as a result of an analysis of fee law without reference to 
fee Act. 

‘The same is true of the suggestion, at p. 20 ru8, that even though Ickes was not 
covered as a White House employee under fee terms of fee statute, he should have 
been. 
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Since Ickes is covered only under the discretionary clause, the strict 
time limits of the Act do not apply. I would urge that there be a more 
thorough analysis of what we are investigating with respect to Ickes. But 
it is my view, in accord with the memorandum, that if we in feet do have 
predication for a criminal investigation of Ickes, we should give serious 
consideration to having it handled by an independent counsel. Ickes was 
and is very close to the President, in all the ways described In the 
memorandum, and a strong argument can be made that we would have a 
conflict of interest in investigating him — although I note that we 
previously rejected that position in connection with an allegation unrelated 
to his campaign activities. 

Other Matters 

There is no question that there is much here worth investigating. 

The Task Force appears to be pursuing these leads vigorously and capably. 
There are surely individuals at the DNC who are at least subjects of this 
inquiry; but it bears repeating that no one at the DNC is a covered person, 
and we have long ago determined that there is no conflict in investigating 
Huang or others mentioned in the memorandum. The Task Force should 
simply.be reminded to pursue this matter wherever it leads and if specific 
and credible information points to the President or another covered 
person, or a person as to whom the Department might have a conflict (such 
as the First Lady), to notify you immediately. 

Remedies 

The section of the memorandum dealing with remedies going 
forward has some ideas worth considering, it seems to me that it would 
be helpful to separate that section out from the rest of the memorandum 
(perhaps toning down the rhetoric somewhat) and circulate it more 
broadly for comment I completely agree with the idea of requiring the 
parties to have contributors affirmatively state that they are not being 
reimbursed; furthermore, it seems to me that without that we would not 
be able to institute the revised prosecutive policy for conduits that the 
memorandum advocates, since proof of intent to violate the law would 
otherwise be very difficult. Moreover, there may be good reasons for 
some of our existing prosecutive policies which it is suggested we change, 
and it seems to me that a serious discussion of these ideas would be usefuL 
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Office of tfje Attomeg (general 

3£an ij in gton.B.<S. 20530 
April U, 1997 


The Honorable Orrin G. Hatch 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary 
united States Senate 
Washington, DC 20S10 

Dear Mr. Chairmans 

On March 13, 1997, you and nine other majority party members 
of the Committee on the Judiciary of the United States Senate - 
wrote to me requesting the appointment of an independent counsel 
to .investigate possible fundraising violations in connection with 
the 19 9 € presidential, campaign. . You made that request pursuant 
to a 'provision of the Independent Counsel Act, 28 U.S.C. 

S 592(g) (1), which provides that "a majority of majority .party 
members [of the Committee on the judiciary] ... may request in 
writing that the Attorney General apply for the. appointment of an 
independent counsel." The* Act requires me to respond within 30 
days, setting forth the reasons for my decision on each of the 
matters with respect Jto which your request is n&dev 2B U.S.C- 
S 592 (g) (2) . 

X am writing to inform you that I have not initiated a 
"preliminary investigation" (as that term is defined in the 
Independent Counsel Act) of any of the matters mentioned in your 
letter. Rather, as you know, matters relating to campaign 
financing in the 1998 Federal elections have been under active 
investigation since November by a task force of career Justice 
Department prosecutors and Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) 
agents. This task force is pursuing. the investigation ‘ vigorously 
and diligently, and it will continue to do So. X can assure you * 
that I have given your views and your arguments careful thought, 
but’ at this ti m e, .1 am unable to agree, based on the facts and ’* 
the law, that an independent counsel should . be appointed to 
handle this investigation. 
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1. The Independent fiamgftl y* r 

In order to explain my reaeons, I would like to outline 
briefly the relevant provisions of the Independent Counsel. Act . 

The Act can- be invoked in two circumstances that are relevant 
here: 

e First, if there are sufficient allegations (as further 

described below) of criminal activity .by a covered person, 
defined as the President and Vice President,* Cabinet 
officers, certain other enumerated high Federal officials, 
or certain specified officers of .the President ' m election 
campaign (not party officials), see 28 U.S.C. S 591(b), I 
must seek appointment of an independent counsel. 

• Second, if there are sufficient allegations of criminal 
activity by a person other than a covered* person, and 1 
determine that "an investigation or prosecution of [that] 
person by the Department of Justice may result in a 
personal, financial or political conflict of interest, " see 
28 U.S.C. S 591(c) (1), I mav seek appointment of an 
independent counsel. 

In either case, I must follow a ‘two-step process to determine 
whether, the. allegations are sufficient. First, I must determine 
whether the allegations are sufficiently specific and credible to 
constitute grounds to investigate whether an individual may have ' 
violated Federal criminal law. 28 U.S.C. 5 591(d). If so, the 
Department commences a "preliminary Investigation" for up to 90 
days (which can be extended an additional 80 days upon a showing 
of good cause).. 28 U.S.C.* 5 592(a) . If; at the conclusion of 
this "preliminary investigation, " ’ I determine that further 
investigation of the matters is ’ warranted, * I . must seek' an 
independent counsel. 

Certain important features of the Act are critical to my 
decision in this base: 

• First, the Act sets forth the only circumstances .in which I . 
may seek an independent counsel pursuant to its provisions. 

I may not- invoke its procedures unless the statutory 
requirements are' met. 

• Second,.. the Act ,dpee not permit or require me to. commence a 

preliminary investigation unless there is specific and 
credible 'evidence^ that a crime may have been committed. - In 
your that it is not the responsibility 

of the‘£i >^axiaacmt:tbf Uufltice to determine whether a 

• particular;, set^o^^acts suggests a potential. Federal crime. 
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but that each legal determination* should be left to an 
i n dependent counsel. I do not agree, ttader the Independent 
Counsel Act, it i* the Department 1 * obligation to determine 
in tfae first ins t ance whether particula r conduct pot entially 
f a l l* within the. scope of a particular criminal' statute such 
that criminal investigation is warranted. If it is our 
conclusion that the. alleged conduct is not criminal, then 
these is no- basis for appointment of an independent counsel, 
because there would be no specific and credible allegation 
. of a violation of criminal law. gfifi. 28 D.8.C. f 592 (a) <i) , 

* Third, there is hn important difference between the 

mandatory and discretionary provisions of the Act. Once I 
have received specific and credible allegations of criminal 
conduct by a covered person, I crust commence a preliminary 
investigation and, if further investigation is warranted at. 
the end of the preliminary investigation, seek appointment 
of an independent counsel. If,' on the other hand, I receive 
specific and credible evidence that a person not covered by 
die mandatory provisions of the Act has committed a crime, 
and X determine that a conflict of interest exists with 
respect to the investigation of that person, I may — but 
need not — commence a preliminary investigation pursuant to 
the provisions of the Act. This provision gives me the 
flexibility to decide whether, overall#, the national * 
interest would be best served by appointment of an 
independen t counsel in such a case, or vhetfcer.it would be 
better for the De partm ent of Justice to continue a vigorous 
investigation of the matter. 


'Fourth, even this discretionary- prevision is not available 
unless I* find a. conflict of interest of the sort 
contemplated by the Act. The congress has made it very 
clear that this provision should be invoked only in certain 
narrow circumstances. Bader the Act, I must conclude that* 
there is a potential for an fgfcual conflict of interest# 
rather than merely an appearance of a c onflict of interest. 
The Congress expressly adopted this higher standard to 
ensure that the provision would’ not be invoked 
unnecessarily. See 128 bong. Sec. 8 9507 (daily ad. 
-December 13# 19821 (sta te men t of Sep; Ball}. Moreover# 
most find that there is -the potential for ouch an* actual * 
conflict with, respect a to .the -investigation of a parti cu la r 
person, not- merely. lddi^x^^rpa^vto^the overall matter. 

9fc f 


considered- h pre 
invoking the 
permitted its- 
Counsel deo thiS 


__ in.1994, 

flexible standard for _ 
fcp&fe icb\moelA have., ' - 

, •■matter* to 'an Indepen de n t 

Icf^tbe.Aist would be eerved. 
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Gong rees rejected this suggestion, explaining that such a 
standard would "substantially lower the threshold for use of 
the general discretionary provision:" H.R. Oonf . Rep. No. 

511, 103rd Cong., 2nd Sees. 9 (1594). 

2. Covered JPer sons -- The Mandatory Provisions of the Act 

Let me now turn to the specific allegations in your letter. 

You assert that there are "new* guest ions of possible 'wrongdoing 
by senior White House officials themselves, ” and you identify a 
number of particular types of conduct in support, of this claim. 
While all of the specific issues you mention are und er review or 
active investigation by the task force, at this time we have no 
specific, credible ‘evidence that any covered White House official 
may have committed a Federal crime in respect of any of these 
issues, nevertheless, I will discuss separately each area that 
* you raise. 

a. BaaskalglagL saJEsdagal BsaBSSto- First, you suggest 
that "federal officials may have illegally solicited and/or 
received contributions on federal property." The conduct you 
describe- could be a violation of 18 U.S.C. 8 507. We are aware 
of a number of allegations of this sort? all are being evaluated, 
and where appropriate, investigations have been commenced. The 
Department takes allegations of political fu ndr a i sing by Federal 
employees on* Federal property seriously, am' in appropriate cases 
would hot hesitate to prosecute such matters-. Indeed/ the Public 
Integrity Section, which is overseeing the work of the campaign 
financing task force, recently obtained a number of guilty pleas 
from individuals who ware soliciting and accepting political 
contributions within the Department of Agriculture. 

. The analysis of a potential section 507 violation is a fact- 
specific .inquiry.' A number of different factors must be 
considered when reviewing allegations that this law may have been 
violated: 

• .First, the law specifically applies only to contributions as 
technically defined by the Federal .Election Campaign Act . 
(FBCA)' -- .funds commonly referred to ae "hard money." The 
statute 'originally applied broadly to any- -political 
fundraising, but in 1979, over the objection of the 
Department of Justice, Congress narrowed the scope of 
. section ;6Q7 to render it applicable only to FBCA 
contributions • ‘ before e#&eluding,.tfaat section 507 may have 
be& violated, we must have eHdence that a particular 
f solicitation involved a "contribution" within the definition 
;6f* : the : vJ?BCA. 
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• Second, there are private area* of the White House that, as 
a general rule, fall outside the scope of the statute, 
because of the statutory requirement that the particular 
solicitation occur in an area "occupied in the discharge of 
off ic ia l duties." 3 Op. off. Legal Counsel 31 (1979) . The 
di s tinction recognizes that while the Federal Government* 
provides a’ residence to the President, similar to the 
housing that it might provide to* foreign service officers, 
this residence is still the personal home of an individual 
within which restrictions that might validly- apply to* the 
Federal workplace should not be imposed. Before we can 
conclude that section 607 may have been violated; we must 
have evidence that fundraising took place. in locations 
covered by the provisions of the statute. 

. Thus, while you express concerns about the possibility of 
"specific solicitations ... made by federal officials at the 
nuaerous White House overnights, coffees, and other similar 
events, " we do not at this time have any specific and credible 
evidence of any such solicitation by. any covered person that may 
constitute a violation of section 607. 

We. do not suggest, of course, that our consideration of 
information concerning fundraising on Federal property is limited 
to whether the conduct constituted a violation .only of section 
607. However, at this point in time, we no specific and- 

credible evidence to suggest that any crime was committed ’by any. 
covered person in connection with these allegations , 

b. Misuse of Cov>n«ent Reeourcts . You next assert that 
Government property and employees may have been used illegally to 
further campaign interests — conduct which might, in some 
circumstances, constitute a theft or conversion of Government 
property in violation of IB U.S.C. 5 641; Again, we. are actively 
investigating allegations that such misconduct may have occurred. 
However, we are unaware at this time of any evidence that any 
covered person participated in any such activity, other than use 
of Government property that is permitted under Federal law, such 
as the reports that the Vice President used a Government 
telephone, charging the* oalls to a nongovernment credit card. 
Federal regulations permit such .incidental use *of Government 
property for otherwise lawful personal purposes. See, e'.qr.. 

5 C.P.R. S 263.5. 704; . 41- C.F.E. 6 -201-21.601 (personal long 
distance telephone calls) . Thus, for example, allegations, that a 
Government telephone' or telefacsimile, machine may ,ha ve Jbeen used 
on a* few 'occa s io n s byVa, Covered* pdSeson for pez^Knmd puxj^e^ does 
not. amount. -to ,aa; a ll cgatloa^of a Federal- crime .V • fro -Ttha: ex t en t * 
that .there are'; allega t i o ns . warra nti n g investigation that - • 
individuals not covered'by the Independent Counsel* Act -diverted 
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Government resources, it is my conclusion, as I explain below, 
that there is at present no conflict of interest for- the 
Department of Justice to investigate and, if appropriate, 
prosecute those involved in any .such activity. 

c. Foreign Efforts to Influe nce U.S. Policy. Xou next cite 
reports suggesting the possibility that foreign contributions may 
have been made in hopes of influencing American policy decisions. 
These allegations are under active investigation by the task 
force. The facts known at this time, however, do- not indicate 
thfe criminal ' involvement of any covered person in such conduct. 

It is neither unique nor unprecedented for the Department to 
receive information that foreign interests might be seeking to 
infuse money into American political campaigns. That was 
precisely the scenario that underlay the criminal investigations r 
prosecutions and congressional hearings during the late 1970s 
involving allegations that a Korean businessman was making 
illegal campaign contributions, among other things, to Members of 
Congress to curry congressional support for the Government of 
South Korea. In a more recent example, in 1996 an individual was 
prosecuted and convicted for funnelling Indian Government funds 
into Federal elections through the cover of a political action 
committee. 

• Absent specific anH credible evidence €t complicity by a 
covered person, it has never been suggested that the mere 
allegation that a foreign government may have been trying to 
provide funds to Federal campaigns should warrant appointment of 
an independent counsel. Nor can it be the case that an 
independent counsel is required to investigate because campaign 
contributors or those who donated* to political parties believed 
their largesse would influence policy or achieve access. The 
Department of' Justice routinely handles such allegations, and 
because of its experience in reviewing . and investigating these 
. sensitive matters, embracing, among other things, issues' of 
national security, is particularly well-equipped to do so. 

. d. Coordination of Camp aign Fundraising and Expenditures. . 
You also suggest -that the “close coordination by the White House 
over the raising -and spending -of ' soft' — and purportedly 
independent — DNC funds violated Federal election laws, and/or 
had the legal effect of. -rendering those funds subject to campaign 
finance limitations -.they ..otherwise would not be subject to.“ We 
believe this statement misapprehends the law. The FECA does not 
prohibit the coor dlhat icai 'of ; fundi&ising or expenditures between 
a party and its; candidates 'for -office . Indeed, the Federal 
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Election Commission (FEC) , the body charged by Congress with 
primary responsibility for interpreting and enforcing the FECA, 
has historically assumed coordination between a candidate and his 
or her political party. 

Of course, coordinated expenditures may be unlawful under 
the FECA if they are made with funds from prohibited sources, if 
they were misreported, or if they exceeded applicable expenditure 
limits. However, we presently lack specific and credible 
evidence suggesting that any covered person participated in any 
such violations, if they occurred. 

Kith respect' to coordinated media advertisements: by 
political parties (an area- that has. received much attention of 
late) , the proper characterization of a particu l a r expenditure 
depends not on the degree of coordination, but rather on the 
content of the message. Indeed, just last year the FEC. end the 
Department of Justice took this position in a brief filed before 
the Supreme Court, in a case decided on other grounds. See 
gs&fiE&UXv Brief for the Respondent, Colorado Republican Federal 
Campaign Committee v. FEC . (Si Ct. No. 95-489) at 2-3, 18 n-15, 
23-24. In this connection, the FEC has concluded that party 
media advertisements that focus on "national legislative 
activity?, and that do. not contain an "electioneering message* may 
be financed, in part, using "soft* money, i^e. . money that does 
not comply with FECA'e contribution limits. FEC Advisory .Op. 
1995-25, 2 Fed. .Elec. Camp. Fin. Guide (CCH) f 6162, at 12,109- 
12,110 (August 24, 1995); FEC Advisory Op. 1985-14, 2 Fed. Elec. 
Camp. Fin. Guide (CCH) f 5819, at 11,185-11,186 (May 30; 1985). 
Moreover, such advertisements are not subject to any applicable 
. limitations on coordinated expenditures by the party on behalf of 
its candidates. AO 1985-14 at 11-185-11,186. 

We recognize that there are allegations that both 
presidential candidates and both national* political parties 
engaged in a concerted effort to take full advantage of every 
funding option available to them under the law,, to craft 
advertisements that took advantage of the lesser regulation 
applicable to legislative issue advertising, and to raise large . 
quantities of soft political funding to finance these ventures. 
However, at the. present time, we lack specific and credible 
evidence suggesting that these activities violated the FECA. 
Moreover, even assuming that, after a • thorough investigation, the 
FEC were to co n c lu de that regulatory violations -occurred, we 
presently lack specific and credible- evidence suggesting that any 
covered person participated in any such violations*. 
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3. Conflict_of Interest — The Discretionary Provision* 

P t the Act 

* In urging me to conclude that the investigation poseur the * 
type of potential conflict of interest contemplated by the Act, 
you rely heavily on my testimony before the Senate Goomtittee on 
Government Affairs in 1993 in support of reauthorization of the 
Independent Counsel Act. I stand by those views* and continue to 
support the overall concept underlying the Act. My decisions * 
pursuant to the Act have been, I believe, fully consistent with 
those views. 

The remarks you quote from my testimony, should be: 
interpreted within the context of the statutory language I was 
discussing. Hhen, for example, I referred to the need for the 
Act to deal with the inherent conflict of interest when the • • 
Department of Justice investigates "high-level Executive Branch 
officials," 1 was referring to persons covered under the 
mandatory provisions of the Act. With respect. to the conflict of 
interest provision, my testimony expressed the conviction that ■ 
the Act "would in no way preempt this Department's authority to 
investigate public corruption," and that the Department was 
clearly capable of "vigorous investigation of wrongdoing by 
public officials, whatever allegiance or stripes they may wear. 

I will vigorously defend and continue this tradition. " . While I 
endorsed the concept of the discretionary clause to deal with ' 
unforeseeable situations, I strongly emphasized that "it is part 
of the Attorney General's job to make difficult decisions in 
tough cases. I have no intention of abdicating that 
responsibility [ . ] T These principles continue to guide my 
decisionmaking today* 

There are times when reliance on the discretionary clause is 
appropriate, and indeed, as you point out, I have done so myself 
on a few occasions.. However, in each of those cases, I 
considered the particular factual context in which* the 
allegations against those persons arose and the history of the. 
matter*. Moreover, even after finding the existence of a 
potential conflict, I must consider whether und er all the 
circumstances discretionary appointment of an independent counsel 
is appropriate. In each case, therefore/* the final decision has 
been, an exercise of ray discretion, as. provided for under the Act. 

I have undertaken the same examination here. Based on the 
facte as we know them now, I have Hot concluded that- any conflict 
of interest would ensue from our vigorpug. and^ttorough 
investigationof the allegations conta j nWd /in^your .letter. 
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•Tour letter relies upon press reports , certain documents and 
various public 'statements which you assert demonstrate that 
a o££icials at the highest level of the White House were involved 
in formulating, coordinating and implementing the (Democratic 
National Committee's (UNO's)] fundraising efforts for the 1996 
presidential campaign.* You suggest that a thorough 
investigation of "fundraising improprieties ■ will therefore 
necessarily include an inquiry into the "knowledge and/or 
complicity of very senior White House officials," and that the 
Department of Justice would therefore . have a conflict of interest 
investigating these allegations. 

To the extent that * improprieties " comprise crimes , they are 
being thoroughly investigated by the agents and prosecutors 
assigned to the task force. Should that investigation develop at 
any time specific and credible evidence that any covered person . 
may have committed a crime,* the Act will be triggered, and I will 
fulfill my responsibilities under the Act. In addition, should 
that investigation develop specific and credible* evidence that a 
crime may have been committed by a "very senior" White House 
official who is not covered by the Act, I will decide whether 
Investigation of that person by the Department might- result in a 
jonflict of interest, and, if so, .whether the discretionary 
clause should be invoked, until, then, however, the mere fact 
that employees of the White House and the DNp. -worked closely 
together in the course of President dintoxrs reelection campaign 
does not -warrant appointment of an independent counsel. As I 
have stated above, the' Department has a long history of 
investigating allegations of criminal activity by high-ranking 
Government officials without fear or favor, and will do so in 
this case. 

I also do not accept the suggestion that there will be 
widespread public distrust of the actions and conclusions of the 
Department if it continues to investigate this matter, creating a 
conflict of interest warranting the appointment of an independent 
counsel. First, unless X find that the investigation of a : 
particular person against whom specific and. credible allegations 
have been made would pose a conflict, I. have no authority to 
utilize the procedures, of the Act. Moreover, I- have confid enc e 
that the career professionals in the Department will investigate 
this matter in a fashion. that will satisfy the American people 
that justice has been done. 

Finally, even were X tp determine that a c o nfl ict of 
interest of the sort contemplated ry the statute exists in;, t h is 
case — and as noted, above X do not find ouch a co nflic t, at t hi s 
<me — there would be' a number of. weighty considerations 
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that X would have to consider in determining whether to exercise 
ay discretion to seek an independent counsel at this time. 

.Because invocation of the conflict of interest provision is 
discretionary, it would still be my responsibility in th&fe^ 
v'circumstance. to weigh ell the' factors and determine whether 
aoDointnent of an indiwr^Tid^^ counsel would best serve the 
national interest . Xfln the future this investigation reveals 
evidence 'indicating that* a conflict of interest exists* these 
factors will continue to weigh heavily in my evaluation of 
whether or not to invoke the discretionary provisions of the Act. 


X assure you,, once again, that allegations of violations of 
Federal criminal law with respect to campaign fin anc ing in the. 
course of the 1996 Federal, elections will be thoroughly 
investigated and, if a ppropriate, prosecuted, At .this point it 
appears to me that that task should be performed by the 
Department of Justice its career investigators and 
prosecutors. I want to emphasize, however, that the task force 
continues to receive new inforroation (much has been discovered 
sven since I received your letter) , and I will continue to 
monitor the investigation closely in light of. my responsibilities 
under, the Independent Counsel Act.' Should future developments 
make it appropriate to invoke the procedures of the Act, X will 
do so without hesitation. *. 



cc: Senator Patrick Leahy 
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of % Attorney dettfral 

Washington,®. <8. 20530 

April 28, 1995 


MEMORANDUM FOR THE STATE, OF TU ATTORNEY GENERAL 
FROM: THE ATTORNEY 

SUBJECT: . Recusal from jfche FOIA Appeal for Information 

on flobuo Abt J 


This is to inform you that I have recused myself from 
participation in the FOIA appeal made to the Department 
concerning requests for information relating to Nobuo Abe, a 
prominent religious leader, on behalf of Mrs. Hiroe clow. 

Apparently, an attorney, who is a close personal friend of 
mine and participated in my confirmation hearing preparation, has 
requested my intervention in the matter and I want to make it 
very clear that I have chosen to disqualify myself from any 
participation and request that no information regarding this 
matter be brought to my attention. 

cc: The Associate Attorney General 

Attachment 
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2029 Cbsttury Park East 
L os ANGaE^ CA 90067 

PHONE 3105565800 
FAX 310556-5959 

Barjiy a langbhlg 
(310) 556-5885 

BLANGBERG@STTUXXX.COM 


October 31, 2000 

The Honorable Dsn Burton 
Committee on Government Reform 
2185 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 
2204 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Chairman Buxton and Representative Waxman: 

I represent Soka Gakkai, a lay Buddhist association with more than 10 million members. Soka 
Gakkai and I are both mentioned in Chapter IV of die Committee’s report on "Janet Reno's 
Stewardship of the Justice Department ,f Without waiving any applicable privilege, I write to 
bring to the Committee's attention serious flaws in Chapter IV, which contains numerous 
demonstrable factual errors, and recklessly accuses private individuals of criminal wrongdoing 
without any pretense of due process or any substantive evidence. Chapter IV overstates its 
conclusions and ignores entns and omissions in the investigation. 

The report acknowledges that the issues discussed in Chapter IV relate indirectly to litigation in 
Japan between Nikken Abe and Nichiren Shoshu, on the one hand and my client, Soka Gakkai, 
on the other. E.g. y p. 161. It appears from various sources, including the report's Exhibit 56, that 
representatives ofNikken Abe and Nichiren Shoshn have had contact with die Committee staf£ 
in an attempt to have the Committee issue a report that would be helpful to their position in the 
Japanese litigation. The three-judge panel of the Japanese trial court has already ruled 
unequivocally in favor of Soka Gakkai in that litigation, finding that the position of Nichiren 
Shoshu and the testimony ofNikken Abe were not credible. The matter is now on appeal and die 
efforts of Nichiren Shoshu's representatives to influence die Committee are simply an attempt by 
die losing side to use the Committee to influence the Japanese appellate process. The Committee 
should guard against such abuse of its processes. 
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More specific errors include: 

1. Hie report recklessly accuses teveral private individuals of crimes, including several 
whom the staff p evt >r interviewed . The report accuses several individuals of committing serious 
crimes. It also accuses others of misleading the Committee. Such charges, cloaked with the 
authority of the Committee, are outrageous when made with so little concern for fairness or due 
process. It is significant that the report modifies many of its charges with qualifiers like 
"apparently” or "possibly” (e.g., p. 162), but that does not excuse such reckless charges. Simply 
put, there is no evidence that Soka Gakkai, Jack Palladino or I committed any crime or engaged 
in any improper activity whatsoever. As the report acknowledges, the staff failed even to 
interview Mr. Palladino or me about our role in this matter. Id, a. $01 , These charges are 
particularly objectionable because they are not even relevant to the report's central thesis, that 
Ms. Poston and others working at her direction received favorable treatment at the hands of the 
Justice Department Kg., pp. 159-60. Thus, these serious attacks are made almost casually, 
without any claim or relevance to any public purpose. 

In fact, even a preliminary investigation would have revealed that the so-called "reliable 
source," Richard Lucas, never met with Mr. Fafiadi&o or discussed with him any of the facts or 
issues concerning this matter. Further, an investigation would also have shown that I had no 
personal involvement with the activity criticized in the report. 

2. The report repeatedly relies on a witness who laclm^edibilitv . Many assertions in the 
report - including many of the most misleading, erroneous or otherwise objectionable assertions 
- arc cited only to Mr. Lucas. Kg., notes 799, 806, 814, 822-24. Mr. Lucas is not a credible 
witness for several reasons: much of his story to the Committee is contradicted by his own 
sworn affidavit; he is apparently engaged in a legal dispute with one of the Committee's other 
witnesses and thus has an incentive to blame that witness for his own conduct; and he committed 
a conscious and intentional breach of his contractual and ethical obligations to the Steel Hector & 
Davis law firm. After having been retained by the law firm, he entered into a relationship with 
individuals hostile to the firm and the interests of its clients, and repeatedly breached his ethical 
and contractual obligations by sccrctlyand systematically providing the opposing side in a 
litigation matter confidential information about the law film's and client's activities. 

A further sign that Mr. Lucas is simply not reliable is that he authored several memoranda 
under a pseudonym, "Michael Wilson." The report never discloses that fact. The report also 
frequently relics on these memoranda, without any other corroborating evidence. Kg., notes 831, 
832, 837. That Mr. Lucas felt compelled to write memoranda under a pseudonym, in a complete 
departure from ordinary business practice, seriously undennines his credibility and shows that 
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Mr. Lucas understood there was something about his conduct that needed to be hidden. 

Moreover, the memoranda themselves demonstrate that Mr. Lucas was violating his contractual 
and ethical duties to die Steel Hector & Davis law firm, and thus are independently not worthy of 
belief. 


Significantly, the report itself accuses Mr. Lucas of criminal misconduct. E.g. y p. 168. 

3. The report contaii^sensational diarges tot it foils to support . The report's headings 
repeatedly charge individuals or organizations with ille&il acts. E.g., p. 162 (“Soka Gakkai 
Illegally Obtains Information on Nobuo Abe Through Jade Palladino"); p. 163 ("Poston Requests 
Her Private Investigators To Break The Law*). Those inflammatory headings are not supported 
by the text For example, the passage about Mr. Palladino is modified by the word "apparently," 
and is sourced only to Mr. Lucas, the tainted witness; as the report concedes in die very next 
footnote, it did not even bother to discuss this allegation with Mr. Palladino. Mr. Palladino has 
publicly stated that he had nothing to do with illegally obtaining any information about Nobuo 
Abe and had no involvement with obtaining information from any federal source whatsoever. 
Similarly, Ms. Poston testified font she at no time asked her investigators to break the law. 

4. The report lends unmerited credibility to mer? ^peculation- The report seeks to 
suggest that an employee of the Bureau of Prisons "planted" a fabricated record in the NCIC 
involving an arrest in Seattle in 1963. The report recognizes this as "speculation," and attributes 
it to some unnamed "individuals involved in foe case." p. 162. There is no evidence to support 
this speculative theory, and again the staff foiled to perform any of the investigative work - such 
as interviewing knowledgeable law enforcement officials from foe Seattle area - that would have 
helped clarify these facts. The report's careless presentation of the speculation may be injurious 
to foe parties to the lawsuit in Japan - a lawsuit that, once again, the report specifically 
acknowledges, p. 161. 

T ask that the report be corrected in light of this information, or, at a minimum, that this 
letter be made part of any final report issued by the Committee. 

Yours very truly. 



Barry B.Langjbwg 
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HOUSE OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 

September 3, 1997 


Carol Williams 
executive Director 
KCGSC 

109 West 9th> Suite 504 
Topeka, K 3 66612 

Dear Ms* Williams: 


COMMITTCE ASStGMMSNTS 
JO**T OOMMtme ON HtALTH CA*t 


^CEIVED 


A Conduct 


As a State Representative, I am seeking a formal Commission opinion 
concerning the Kansas Campaign Finance Act. Specifically, I am 
concerned about the application of K.S.A. 25-4154, which prohibits a 
person from giving campaign contributions in the name of another 
person, and K.S.A. 25-4153, which imposes limits on the amount of 
money that can be contributed to a candidate or committee. Based on 
these statutes, would the Commission please address the following 
questions : 


1. Is it a violation for person "A* to give money to person "B" with 
the understanding that the money is to then be contributed to person 
*C* , and "B* then contributes the money to person "C«? 

2. Is it a violation if person "B" receives the money to contribute 
to person M C", but keeps the money and does not contribute it? 


3. is it a violation if person "B* receives the money without an 
understanding that the money is to he contributed to person "C" , and 
•B* then contributes the money to person *C B ? 

4. Do. any of these actions constitute a violation of any other 
provisions of the Campaign Finance Act? 


5. In addition, can funds collected under the Campaign Finance Act be 
used for federal office? 


Sincerely, 



s Henry Helgerson 
State Representative 
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Return t o opinion page. 
September 11, 1997 


Opinion No. 1997^5 


The Honorable Henry Helgerson 
Stale Representative, 86th District 
4009 Hammond 
Wichita, Kansas 67218 

Dear Representative Helgerson: 

This opinion is in response to your letter of September 3, 1997, in which 
you request an opinion from the Kansas Commission on Governmental Standards 
and Conduct concerning the Kansas Campaign Finance Act (K.S.A. 25-4142 et 
seq.). We note at the outset that the Commission's jurisdiction is limited 
to the application of K.S.A. 25-4142 et seq., and whether some other 
statutory system, common law theory or agency rule and regulation applies 
to your inquiry is not covered by this opinion. 

FACTUAL STATEMENT 

We understand you request this opinion in your capacity as the State 
Representative for the 86th District. You advise us that you are seeking 
clarification ofK.S.A 25-4154, which prohibits a person from giving 
campaign contributions in the name of another person, and K.SA. 25-4153 
which imposes limits on the amount of money mat can be contributed to a 
candidate or committee. 

QUESTIONS 

1. Is it a violation for person ”A N to give money to person "B" with the 
understanding that the money is to then be contributed to person "C", and 
"B" then contributes the money to "C"? 

2. Is it a violation if "B" receives the money to contribute to ”C”, but 
keeps the money and does not contribute iff 

3. Is it a violation if *B N receives the money without an understanding 
that the money is to be contributed to "C, and M B" then contributes the 
money to "C"? 

4. Do any of the above actions constitute a violation of any other 
provision of the Campaign Finance Act? 


Opinion No. 1997-45 
September 11, 1997 
Page2 


5. In addition, can funds collected under die Campaign Finance Act be used 
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for federal office? 


OPINION 

K.S.A. 25-41 54(a) states: 


"No person shall jnake a contribution in the name of another 
person, and no person shall knowingly accept a contribution made 
by one person in the name,of another." 


Applying this language to your first question, if "A" gives money to ”B" 
with the understanding that the money will then be contributed to "C", and 
"B" then contributes fie money to "C", this would be a violation of the 
law. 

In answer to your second question, this law cannot be violated until the 
money is actually contributed to "C". Thus, regardless of what "A" 
intended for H B" to do, if "B" does not contribute the money to "C", there 
is no violation. 

In answer to your third question, so long as there was not:an understanding 
between "A" and H B" that the money was to be contributed to "C", the fact 
that "B” eventually contributes the money to "C” would not constitute a 
violation of the law. 

Your first three questions also raise the issue of campaign contribution 
limitations as set out in K.SA. 25-4153. Once a person has reached the 
maximum limit that may be contributed to a candidate or committee, in 
situations such as the one you describe in your first question, "A" would 
be giving campaign contributions in excess of the limit. 

However, under your second question, since "B" does not contribute the 
money to "C", there would not be an excessive contribution. Looking at 
your third question, so long as there was not an understanding between "A" 
and "B", and the Commission would closely study such situations if concerns 
of a violation were raised, there would not be a contribution in excess of 
the limits. 

Turning to your fourth question, in addition to the statutes already 
discussal, if "A", "B" or "C M were required by the Campaign Finance Act to 
file campaign finance reports and if there were contributions given in the 
Opinion No. 1997-45 
September 11, 1997 
Page 3 


name of another, it is possible that there would be a violation of K.S.A. 
25-4168 which prohibits the filing of a fraudulent campaign finance report. 

In answer to your fifth question, K.S.A. 25-41 53(f) states: 

"Any political funds which have been collected and were subject 
to the reporting requirements of the campaign finance act shall 
not be used in or for the campaign of a candidate for a federal 
elective office." 
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Therefore, any political finds that were collected and were required to be 
reported by my candidate, political committee or party committee pursuant 
10 K.SA 25-4148 could not be used in a federal campaign. 

Sincerely, * 


Diene Gaede, Charwoman 
By Direction of the Commmoa 
DCfcWCSuilw 
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RAMSEY CLARK 
LAWRENCE W. SCHILLING 


August 3, 1998 


law orrtccs 

M CAST «TH ATRCCT 
NEW YORK, N.Y. 10003 
(312) 47B-3ISS 
7 AX (212) »7»-l«e3 


Hon. Henry A« Waxman 
Committee on Government 

Reform and oversight 

511 Ford House Office Building by fax 202 226-3348 

Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Congressman Waxman, 

It would create a serious threat to constitutional 
government, the rule of law and individual rights for Congress to 
hold the Attorney General of the United States in contempt of 
Congress for rsfusing to turn over to the Congress investigative 
materials and departmental recommendations based on them in an 
ongoing Department of Justice investigation. 

If Constitutional separation of powers, integrity and 
effectiveness in the execution of the laws and the individual 
rights of witnesses, investigative staffs, their supervisors and 
persons under investigation, or whose names come up in connection 
with investigations are to be protected. Congress must let the 
Attorney General perform the duties of that office without 
demanding investigative materials, or staff recommendations in an 
ongoing investigation. 


Sincerely, 




RaunMy Clark 
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NICHOLAS DK0- KATZ BN BACH 


09 (MEAT RflAO 


PAII («0») ttXA-MIO 


Hon. Henry. Wsxxun 
How Con aniftoo «n Gov ern men t 
Reform and Overnight 
U.S. House ofRrpjtimnnrtVffi 
Washington, D. C. 


August 5, 1998 

Detr CongrMMTun 1 

You hove asked my opnrion as to whether the How can property subpoena internal 
investigative reports, or advice fiom subordinates of the Attorney General booed upon such 
reports, from the Deportment of Justice. The answer is clearly not. Indeed, it is herd to imagine 
a less appropriate subject for a subpoena or ooe more calculated to politicize the Deportment. 
History is replete with instances where Congress has disagreed with the Attorney General at to 
the law. But disa g re emea t as to the law is scarcely a justification for abase of the subpoena 
process oar threats of contempt.. 

I happen to agree with General Reooas to the law on the facts publicly known. But 
whether she is right or wrong is hot relevant, and certainly iris not the Attorney General's job 
simply to agree with the recommendations of subordinates. For Congress to attack her 
independent judgment by use of Subpoena and contempt is simply the wrong way to resolve a 
di sag reement of this hind andwouki do great damage to the integrity of the Department 


Respectfully 

4JX,I l9Kty^ 
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(tfifftcr txf ttye Attorn? g tfttteral 

J. (5. 2Q£$Q 

July 28, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee cm Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S, House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

This responds to your letter of July 23, and subpoena of July 24, seeking copies of a 
recent memorandum to the Attorney General from Charles La Bella and a November 1 997 
memorandum to the Attorney General from FBI Director Freeh. You previously requested the 
latter document and, in a joint letter to you of December 8, 1997, we explained why. as Attorney 
General and FBI Director, we wore strongly opposed to releasing the Freeh memorandum to 
Congress. We continue to hold that position regarding the Freeh memorandum, and our 
reasoning applies with even greater force to the La Bella memorandum. As was stated then and 
is discussed bekrw, we are prepared to work with the Committee, as we did in connection with 
the Freeh memorandum, to accommodate legitimate oversight and law enforcement concerns. 

As stated in the Attorney Generali Jetter to you of December 4, our position Is based 
principally on the longstanding Department policy of dedining to provide congressional 
committees with access to open law enforcement files. The rationale fhr tins important policy is 
set forth in a 1986 menraandnm by Charles J. Cooper, Assistant Attorney General for the Office 
of Legal Counsel during the Reagan A dminist rat i on, which is quoted at length in the December 4 
letter. Mr. Cooper vrma not the first to articulate rids policy. Indeed, as Mr. Cooper notes in Ids 
memorandum, over fifty years ago Attorney General Robert H. Jackson informed Congress that: 

It is the position of the Department . . . that all investigative reports are confidential 
doc uments of the executive department of the Government, to aid in the duty laid upon 
the President by the Constitution to "take care that the Laws be fiuthfhlly executed," and 
that congressional or public access to them would not be in the public interest . . . 

40 Op. Alt*y Gen. 45, 46 (1941). Moreover, Attorney General Jackson's position was not new. 
KBs letter cited prior Attorney General letters taking the position that dated back to the beginning 
of the century (Id- at 47-481. 

The disclosure of theae memoranda could provide a "roadmap" of the Department's 
investigation. The documents, or Information that they contain, oemld come into the poss essio n 
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of the targets of the Investigation through inadvertence or deliberate act on foe past of someone 
having access to them. The mvsstigetion cotild be seriously prejudiced by the revelation of the 
direction of the investigation, information about foe evidence that foe prosecutors have obtained, 
and assessments of the strengths and weaknesses of various aspects of foe investigation. Indead, 
disclosure of information such as la contained in this r ep or t could significantly impede foe Task 
Force's criminal investigation and could conceivably preclude prosecution of some individuals. 
In addition, the reputation of individuals mentioned in a document like this could be severely 
damaged by the public release of information about foam, even though the case migxt ultimately 
not w arr an t prosecution. As Attorney General Jackson observed: 

Disclosure of the flaw enforcement] reports ooold not do otherwise than seriously 
prejudice law enforcement Counsel for a defendant or a prospective defendant, oould 
have no greater faefti than to know how much or how little infocmation the Government 
has, and what witnesses or sources of information it can rely upon. This is exactly what 
these reports arc intended to contain. 

40 Op. Atfy Gen. 45> 46 (1941). 

Mr. Cooper's memorandum also noted that providing a congressional committee with 
confidential details about active criminal investigations would place the Congress in a position to 
exert pressure or attempt to influence the prosecutions of criminal esses. Congress could second- 
guess tactical and strategic decisions, question witness interview schedules, debate conflicting 
internal recommendations, and generally attempt to influence foe. outcome of the criminal 
investigation. Such a practice would damage law e n force m ent efforts significantly and shake 
public confidence in the criminal justice system; decisions about the course of a criminal 
investigation must be made without reference to political considerations. As one Justice 
De par t m ent official noted, 

foe Executive cannot effectively investigate if Congress is, in a sense, a partner in the 
investigation. Ifacongresskxnalcommittreiaflitly apfrised of all details of an 
investigation as the investigation proceeds, there is a substantial danger that 
congressional pressures will influence foe course of the investigation. 

Memorandum for Edward L. Morgan, Deputy Counsel to foe President, from Thomas E, Kauper, 
Deputy Assistant Attorney General, Office of Legal Counsel, Rje: Submission of Open CID 
Investigation Files 2 (Dec. 19, 1969), quoted m Cooper memorandum, 10 Op. OX.C. at 76. 

Finally, both memoranda are confidential assessments of the evidence gathered during an 
ongoing criminal investigation and foe application of the law to that evidence. Each 
memorandum expresses foe author* a personal views and analysis of the law and fhets. We 
strongly believe that this Attorney General, and all figure Attorneys General, must have foe 
benefit of foe caxu&d, confidential recommendations of the FBI Director and Department 
attorneys in order to discharge their duties effectively. If those who write such memoranda 
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believe that their advice and recommendations could be disclosed to Congress or the public, they 
will be rdoctant to sot forth their true views or to make such, tecoromesida t kwg at alL 

These concerns are particularly acute since the Attorney General is currently evaluating 
the La Bella memorandum. To provide these documents to Congress could create an unavoidable 
and unacceptable per c eption that (he Congress is seeking to influence law enforcement decisions 
for political reasons. 

We also note, as your subpoena anticipates, that the IJi Bella memorandum and sections 
of the Freeh memorandum rely heavily on information obtained by the grand jury dnring the 
criminal investigation Which, as you know, we ate prohibited from disclosing under Rule 6(e) of 
the Federal Rules of Criminal Procedure. The Rule 6(e) information, in the memoranda is closely 
intertwined with other material 

We remain committed to seeking to accommodate the Committee’s oversight 
responsibilities and information needs to the fullest extent foot we can, consistent with our law 
enforcement responsibilities. We ore prepared to make the same accommodation that the 
Committee agreed to last year with respect to the Fbreeh memorandum and, aftsr the Attorney 
General has completed her evaluation of Mr. La Bella's recommendation, provide a confidential 
briefing on appropriate portions of the La Bella memorandum. 


Sincerely, 



Enclosures 

eo: The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 
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©ffice of life (Attorney (general 

jPa»l|fatg to w, JLflL 20530 


August 4, 1998 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
U.S. House of Repr es en ta t iv es 
Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Mr. Chairman: 


After reviewing your letter of August 3 and the press s tat ements by members of your staff 
over the weekend, it is dear that the Committee's primary focus is my decisionmaking on the 
question oftheappointmcm of an independent counsel. That U why I called you this morning 
and requested an opportunity to be heard at the Committee* s hearing. 

In light of your rejection of my request to be heard, let me expbin the points I would 
have made had you permitted me to testify tins morning. 

I greatly respect the system of checks and balances that our founding fathers established. 
They wisely assigned each branch of government a distinct and limited role. One of Congress’s 
most i mp ort an t roles is to oversee die work of the Executive Branch in order to better cany out 
its legislative duties. Among our most important functions are prosecuring criminals, making 
sure innocent people are not charged, and punishing wrongdoing. 

When there is disagreement between the branches, our task as public servants is to find 
solutions that permit both branches to do their jobs. That is why I offered to testify this morning 
and why Director Fieeh and I came up to visit with you last week - to try to reach an 
accommodation with the Committee which allows you to pursue your oversight responsibilities 
while min i mi zi n g any inte r ferenc e with our ongoing criminal investigation. 

As you know, the Department of Justice is conducting an investigation into allegations of 
criminal activity surrounding the financing of the 1996 presidential election. That investigation 
has charged 11 persons, and is still very much ongoing. Wc have more leads to run down, more 
evidence to obtain and analyze, and mote work to do. More than 120 dedicated prosecutors, 
agents and staff are working on this investigation every day. And many targets, suspects and 
defense lawyers are watching our every move, hoping for dues that will tip than off and help 
diem escape the law’s reach. 
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Mr. Chairman, you have demanded that I provide two memoranda to the Committee. 

One was written by Director Freeh last fell, the other by Mr. La Bella and Mr. DeSamo. We have 
reviewed your request very seriously. Our concerns are set forth in the letter Director Freeh and 
I sent to you on July 28. 

Last week. Director Freeh and I again offered an accommodation that we believe protects 
both your oversight role and our prosecutorial responsibilities. We explained that this memo is 
extensive, that I need to review it carefully and thoroughly, and that when I finish my review, I 
may or may not decide to trigger tbe Independent Counsel Act The Justice Department is 
willing to provide the leadership of the Committee with a confidential briefing on appropriate 
portions of the La Bella memorandum after I have had an opportunity to evaluate it fiilly, in 
ap pro xim ately three weeks. 

According to Director Freeh, these memoranda offer a road map to confidential, ongoing 
criminal investigations. Even excluding grand jury information - which you are not seeking — 
such documents lay out the thinking, theories and strategies of our prosecutors and investigators, 
and the strengths and weaknesses of our cases. They talk about leads that need further 
investigation, and places where we’ve reached dead ends. Criminals, targets and defense lawyers 
alike can all agree on one thing - they would love to have a prosecutor’s plans. 

Mr. La Bella’s memorandum provides an overview of the investigation at tins time. I am 
reviewing it with an open mind. If I do make a decision to appoint an independent counsel after 
you have taken an internal memo still under review, how will anyone believe that my decision 
was independent - as the law requires? Indeed, to provide tins memorandum to the Committee 
would be a grave disservice to an independent counsel if one wore appointed and could 
undermine his or her ability to carry out an effective criminal investigation. 

There me sound public policy reasons as well as law enforcement reasons why we cannot 
provide this document to the Committee. Suppose, for example, a Congressional committee 
wants to stop us from prosecuting someone the committee supports. What’s to stop fee 
committee fiom threatening Department lawyers with contempt, forcing them to produce their 
internal memos and making them public to everyone including the defendant’s legal team? To 
demand the prosecutor's documents while the case is in progress would irreversibly taint -our 
principles of justice and could harm the reputations of innocent people or even place witnesses in 
danger of retaliation. Such policies also would subject every prosecution decision to second- 
guessing and accusations that Congressional pressure affected the Justice Department’s 
decisionmaking. 

Even when conducting vigorous oversight, Congress has respected the principle that law 
enforcement must be free fiom even the appearance of partisan political tampering. And the 
Justice Department has adhered to this position for the better pazt of a century, under presidents 
fiom Teddy Roosevelt to Ronald Reagan-and under FBI Directors fiom J. Edgar Hoover to 
Louis Fred). 
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More than 50 years after they were written, I ask you to consider the words of Attorney 
General Robert H. Jackson, who later served on the Supreme Court: 

It is the position of the Department... that all investigative reports are confidential 
documents of the executive department of die government, to aid in die duty laid upon die 
President by the Constitution to “take care that the laws be faithfully executed,” and that 
congressional or public access to them would not be in the public interest 

Twelve years ago, die head of the Justice Department’s Legal Counsel during President 
Reagan’s administration, Charles J. Cooper added other concerns, including: 

...well founded fears that the perception of the integrity, impartiality, and fairness of the 
law enforcement process as a whole will be damaged if sensitive material is distributed 
beyond those persons necessarily involved in the investigation and prosecution process. 

I know that you have cited several examples that you believe contradict these 
longstanding opinions. But we have analyzed your examples, and none of them deal with the 
demand you have made: to turn over law enforcement sensitive documents during a pending 
criminal investigation. 

Mr. Chairman, we have worked very hard to respond to Congressional oversight requests. 
Since 1 became Attorney General; I and many other members of this Department have testified 
dozens of times, turned over thousands of documents, answered thousands of letters and 
provided countless briefings on matters large and small. As our campaign finance investigation 
has progressed, we have made every effort and taken extraordinary steps to accommodate your 
Committee’s needs while protecting the integrity of the investigation. We have provided 
extensive testimony and briefings, including private briefings this winter about the contents of an 
internal mono by FBI Director Louis Freeh. 

If future Attorneys General know that the innermost thinking behind their toughest law 
en f orceme nt decisions will become fodder for partisan debate, then we risk creating a Justice 
Department and an FBI that tacks to political winds instead of following the facts and the law 
wherever they lead. If future law enforcement professionals cannot provide advice that is candid 
and confidential, we will have a government of “yes” men who advocate what is popular instead 
of what is right And if future Congresses can poll the Attorney General’s advisors or line 
attorneys in order to ferret out and promote opinions they approve of, then every controversial 
law enforcement decision will be tainted in the public’s eyes. All of these concerns are most 
acute when Congress demands information and seeks to pressure me on a sensitive law 
enforcement matter that I have not yet made. 
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Given the importance of this matter, I would appreciate your including this letter in die 
hearing record. Thank you. 



/ Janet Reno 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
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ONfc HUNDRED FIFTH CONGRESS 

Congress of tfje United Stated 

$m»t ot Rqjrrtmtattort 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 
2157 Rayburn House Omce Building 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 



July 31, 1998 


The Honorable Janet Reno 
Attorney General 

United States Department of Justice 
950 Pennsylvania Avenue, N. W. 
Washington, D.C. 20530 

Dear Madame Attorney General: 



I am writing regarding the meeting you, FBI Director Freeh, and I attended today in 
Chairman Burton’s office. During this meeting, Mr. Burton told you that he would not seek to 
hold you in conte m p t of Congress if you sough! die appointment of an Independent Counsel to 
investigate the President 1 was concerned by Mr. Burton's comments and believe that they 
should not be allowed to taint your decision making process. 


As you know, you and FBI Director Freeh requested a meeting with Mr. Burton and me 
today to discuss Mr. Burton's threat to hold you in contempt of Congress unless you rum over 
the memorandum written by Charles La Bella, the out-going head of the Justice Department 
campaign finance task force. At the meeting, you and Director Freeh explained that you opposed 
turning over the memorandum because of the damage it would do to your criminal investigation 
and the chilling effect it would have on future criminal prosecutions. 


Mr. Burton informed you that he disagreed with your decision not to appoint an 
Independent Counsel and that he thought you were trying to protect the President. He stated that 
if you do not tun over the memorandum, be would hold a Committee meeting next week at 
which he would seek to have you held in contempt of Congress. He said that he was sure he 
would have the votes to prevail at the Committee ievcL He also said that he would ask the foil 
House of Representatives to vote on t he Committee's contempt recommendation when the House 
reconvenes in September after the August recess. 


During the meeting, you proposed an alternative to Mr. Burton. You said that you were 
still considering-thcLa Bella memorandum, that you wanted other lawyers in foe Department to 
review die memorandum, and that you wanted to make the best decision possible. You stated 
that your review ofthe issues would take you about three weeks to complete. You offered to 
meet with Mr. Burton and me gfiec you had made your decision to explain your decision. You 
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The Honorable Janet Reno 
July 31. 1998 
Page 2 ' 

indicated that you would be prepared to discuss the contents of the La Bella memorandum with 
Mr. Burton at that time, but that it would be inappropriate to do so before a decision was made. 

I stated my view that the Committee should not ask Mr. La Bella and Director Freeh to 
testify at the scheduled hearing on August 3 and that Mr. Bunion should not seek to hold you in 
conte m pt next week. Instead, I urged him to wait for three weeks to allow you to make your 
decision about whether to appoint an I n dependent Counael on the merits. 

Mr. Burton rejected these proposals. He reiterated that die Committee would vote next 
week to hold you in conte m pt and that the full House would consider the matter in September. 

He then expressly stated that he would not insist on seeing the La Bella memorandum and would 
not seek a House vote on contempt if vou decided to seek appointment of an Independent 
Coumd before the House reconvenes in September. 

It is obviously ina ppropriate - and at a minimum a clear violation of the House ethics 
rules — for a m em ber of Congress to seek to coerce an executive branch official to reach a 
predetermined conclusion on a dis cret i o na r y matter. But that is exactly what happened today. 

The Ounrinan’s remarks were a blatant attempt to influence your decision. You were 
told that you could avoid being held in conte m p t of Congress if you acceded to Mr. Burton’s 
demands that you seek appointment of an Independent Counsel Conditioning a contempt 
citation on your willingness to appoint an Independent Counsel is dearly coercive — and I urge 
you not to be influenced by the Chairman's threat 

The ethics rules of die House provide unambiguous guidance. The opinions of die 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct state that in communicating with the Executive 
Branch: “Direct or implied suggestion of either favoritism or reprisal in advance of, or 
subsequent to, action taken by the agency contacted is unwarrant ed abuse of die representa tive 
tole.” 1 In this case, Mr. Burton made a direct s t a t em e nt that he would cease his efforts to hold 
you in contempt ifyou appointed die Independent Counsel he seeks. As the edrics opinion 
indicates, this is an unacceptable abuse of power. 

Mr. Burton’s tactics are not subtle. He knows dmt you cannot turn over the La Bella 
memorandum. For the last 100 years, the consistent precedent of the Department of Justice has 
been to refuse congressional requests for internal memoranda that contain the recommendations 
of federal prosecutors. As the Reagan Justice Dep ar tme nt wrote, “the Depar tm e n t of Justice has 
an obligation flowing from the Due Process Clause to ensure that the fairness of the decision 
making with inspect to the prosecutorial function is not compromised by excessive congressional 


‘Committee on Standards of Official Conduct. Advisory Opinion Mo. I (Jan. 26, 1970). 
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pressure/' 2 This fundamental obligation would be violated if members of Congress were briefed 
and consulted about prosecutorial decisions before these decisions are made/ Moreover, if you 
violated the longstanding Justice Department precedent in this instance, you and future Attorneys 
General would be compelled to do so in countless future cases. 

Thus, Mr. Burton is seeking to place you in an untenable position. In effect, he has given 
you only two choices: (1) become the first Attorney General in history to be held in c on t em p t of 
Congress because you cannot turn over the La Bella memorandum or (2) appoint the Independent 
Counsel that he demands. 

I do not know whether you should appoint an Independent Counsel or not Early last 
year, as your investigation was just beginning, 1 called upon you to appoint an Independent 
Counsel. Because 1 am not privy to the extensive evidence you have gathered since then, I do 
not know whether it is still a ppro p riate to do so. But what I do know is that your decision should 
be made on the merits — not tainted by intimidation from Chairman Burton. 



. Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 


cc: The Honorable Dan Burton 

The Honorable Louis J. Freeh 

Members of die Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 


’Opinion of Assistant Attorney General Cooper (Apr. 28, 1986). 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
Office of Legislative Affairs 


Washington, D.C 20530 


September 25, 2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

I am writing to express the Department’s serious concern about the Committee’s recent 
practice of subpoenaing public and private sector entities to produce copies of grand jury subpoenas 
and other documents relating to evidence gathered by die Campaign Financing Task Force, including 
subpoenas and documents relating to ongoing criminal investigations. 

We are concerned that die Committee’s attempts to compel disclosure of this material could 
compromise ongoing criminal investigations being conducted by the Task Force. Although I am 
sure your intent is to conduct oversight of our investigations and not to compromise pending 
criminal matters, the practice of "subpoenaing subpoenas" or otherwise using the congressional 
subpoena power to shadow die Department’s ongoing investigations could undermine effective law 
enforcement by creating a substantial risk that sensitive and confidential investigative information 
will be disclosed to targets of investigations and to other persons who might use the information to 
thwart our law enforcement efforts. We believe that we can respond to your legitimate oversight 
interest in a manner which does not implicate ongoing investigations. An enclosed letter is 
illustrative of this point 

With respect to your recent subpoenas to the State and Commerce D ep artment s , we have an 
additional concern about any action that might discourage those Departments from following the 
well-established "third agency" consultation practice for documents or information in an agency’s 
possession that originated in another agency. In accordance with long-standing Executive Branch 
practice, agencies receiving an outside request - whether from Congress, a party in litigation, or a 
Freedom of Information Act requester- routinely consult with other agencies about documents or 
information that die latter agencies originated before responding to die requester. This practice 
recognizes the equities of originating agencies, and is designed to ensure that the interests and 
privileges of die entire Executive Brandi, and not just the agency that receives the request, are 
appropriately considered. 
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The Justice Department has responsibility within the Executive Branch for ensuring that 
disclosures of information by government agencies do not compromise pending criminal 
investigations or otherwise undermine effective law enforcement To fulfill that responsibility, it 
is not only appropriate, but essential, that the Justice Department have an opportunity to review 
documents relating to federal criminal investigations that are maintained at other agencies, and, 
where necessary, to object to a disclosure that might compromise an investigation. 

As an example of the Justice De pa rtme nt 's traditional practice in this area, I am attaching a 
copy of a November 23, 1990, letter from Assistant Attorney General W. Lee Rawls to Chairman 
Henry B. Gonzales, House Committee on Banking, Finance, and Urban Affairs, in which Assistant 
Attorney General Rawls notes that the Justice Department had conducted a pre-production review 
of documents in the possession of the Federal Reserve Board that the Banking Committee had 
requested from the Board and that related to the Department’s ongoing investigation of Banca 
Nazionale del Lavora (BNL). 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions about our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Rabat 

Assistant Attorney General 


cc: The Honorable Henry Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 

JimThessin 
Acting Legal Adviser 
Department of State 


James A. Dorskind 
Acting General Counsel 
D epa rtm e n t of Commerce 
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ONE HUNDREO BOCTH CONGRESS 

Cottgre#* of ttjc ©nitefc States 

$otitt of &tpre*Mitatftt* 


COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
21S7 Rayburn House Office Building 
Wasmngton. DC 20515-6143 


May 11,2000 



The Honorable Henry Waxman 
Ranking Minority Member 
Committee on Government Reform 
U.S. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

DearHemy: 

At last Wednesday’s hearing, you announced your intention to offer a motion to issue a 
subpoena to compel the Attorney General to ap p ea r before the Committee and produce certain 
documents. These documents included FBI interview summaries, or 302s, from investigations of 
Haley Barbour and Congressman Tom DeLay. You made this announcement with no advance notice 
to the Majority. 

Last Wednesday, you told the Committee that there was a legitimate oversight need for the 
302* in question. What you foiled to disclose was that, at almost the same rime you were preparing 
to make your motion, the Chairman of the Democr a tic Congressional Campaign Committee, 
Congressman Patrick Kennedy, was filing a politically motivated lawsuit against Congressman 
DeLay. The Hill newspaper recently concluded: “Tom DeLay is right. The Democratic lawsuit is 
absurd l* Former White House Counselor Paul Begala wrote yesterday, "The Congressional 
Democrats* racketeering lawsuit against Tom DeLay, the House majority whip, is wrong, ethically, 
legally and politically^ " Your conclusion that the DCCC lawsuit is irrelevant to this Committee’s 
deliberations is extremely troubling. Any argument that the timing of the lawsuit and your request 
are unrelated strains credulity. Rather, the timing suggests voy strongly that your motion was part 
of a larger, coordinated effort driven by the DCCC to pursue politically motivated attacks against 
the Majority Whip. 

Last Wednesday, based on your assertion that there was a legitimate oversight need for the 
302s in question, I agreed to issue a subpoena for the documents you requested, as long as other 
Justice Department materials already under subpoena by the Committee are fir st provided. However, 
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having later been informed of the DCCC lawsuit, and having had the chance to think about the 
matter over the weekend, I have concluded that your request was not a proper one. This Committee 
should not be used by political party committees to pursue politically inspired lawsuits against 
Members of Congress. 

At the outset of our investigation into allegations of political fundraising illegalities, I made 
a determination that this Committee should leave allegations against Members of Congress to the 
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct. The events of last week reinforce my belief that this 
was a good decision. As you are aware, the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct is a 
bipartisan committee, made up of equal numbers of Republicans and Democrats, and it has special 
rales to pursue such investigations. Pursuing such investigations outside of this framework opens 
the door to political abuses. While there have certainly been instances of Justice Department 
investigations of Democratic Members of Congress that have merited scrutiny, I have declined to 
do so because 1 do not believe that it is the proper role of this Committee. 

Had you given the Committee more advance notice of your intention to make your motion 
last week, and had you fully disclosed the activities of your party colleagues, the Committee could 
have made a more fully informed decision about how to proceed. However, having had time to 
reflect on the events of last week, I have come to the following conclusions. First, I believe that a 
legitimate case can be made that there is a proper oversight interest in reviewing the FBI 302s from 
the investigation of Haley Barbour. I am prepared to issue a subpoena for those 302s as soon as the 
Attorney General has complied with all currently outstanding subpoenas from the Committee. This 
will allow the Committee to evaluate the Justice Department's performance in that investigation. 
Second, I believe that your request for the FBI 302s involving Congressman DeLay is driven 
primarily by political considerations, and I am not prepared to issue a subpoena for these materials. 
Third, if you continue to wish to offer the motion you prepared last week, I will make appropriate 
arrangements for you to do so at the Committee’s next business meeting. 

I hope that the next time you decide to pursue a similar motion, you will give Members of 



Chairman 


cc: Members, Committee on Government Reform 
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Congress of tfje ®mt rt Staten 

of tepRfntatflKf 

COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM 
2157 Raytown Home O rncc Binunwo 
Wasmnotcm, DC 20615-6143 




May 12,2000 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
US. House of Representatives 
Washington, D.C. 20515 


Dear Chairman Burton: 


I have been a member ofthe institution ofCongress for many years. 1 would like to 
beheve that despite any differences in party affiliation, policy views, or personalities, all 
Members of Congress would agree that the ability to keep a promise is integral to p erfo r ming the 
job we were elected to do. Congress simply could not function if members could not rely on 
each other's word. 

For this reason, I was profoundly disappointed to receive your May 11, 2000, letter. On 
May 3, in a public hearing with the vast majority of Committee members p rese nt , yon p ro mi sed 
to issue a subpoena to Attorney General Janet Reno for copies of FBI interviews of witnesses 
with knowledge about potential campaign finance violations by Haley Barbour and Tom DeLay. 

Yet despite giving me and other members your word, your May 11 letter states that you 
will not honor your commitment 

Your justification for refusing to issue the subpoena relating to Mr. DeLay is dud my 
request was "part of a larger, coordinated effort driven by the DCCC to pursue politically 
motivated attacks." This is categorically untrue. Since August 1998, the Democrats on the 
Committee have repeatedly asked you in writing and at Committee hearings to investigate the 
DeLay allegations. You have repeatedly refused to respond to these requests. I raised the issue 
again at the May 3 hearing beca u se H presented our first opportunity to seek a Committee vote - 
not because of the DCCC actions. In fact, neither I nor anyone on my staff involved in making 
the request for the subpoena was aware of the DCCC lawsuit until after the hearing. 

Regarding Haley Barbour, your new portion flatly contradicts your commitment On 
May 3, you promised to subpoena Democratic and Republican records “simultaneously.’’ Yet 
now you are saying that you won’t issue the Haley Barbour subpoena until aflat the Justice 
Department complies with your subpoenas for Democratic records, hi effect, this means you will 
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never issue the Haley Barbour subpoena since, as you know, some of your subpoenas seek 
information about active criminal cases that the Justice Department has properly refused to 
supply at this time. 

The following discussion responds in detail to your May 1 1 letter. 

I. The Mav 3 Commitments 

One of the witnesses at the May 3 hearing was Robert Raben, Assistant Attorney General 
at the Justice Department. You had requested that he appear before the Committee to discuss, 
among other items, our Committee’s access to FBI interview summaries relating to campaign 
finance violations by Democrats. These interview summaries are known as “FBI 302s.” 

Before Mr. Raben made his opening statement at the hearing, my staff notified your staff 
of my intent to make a motion to request additional interview summaries from the Department of 
Justice. During my questions to Mr. Raben, I said that there were two sets of allegations 
involving Republican campaign finance violations that the Committee should investigate. The 
• first set of allegations involved potentially illegal foreign contributions solicited by Haley 
Barbour when he was the head of the Republican National Committee. The second set of 
allegations involved a potentially illegal conduit contribution scheme involving Texas 
businessman Peter Cloeren and orchestrated by Rep. Tom DeLay. 

I listed a number of individuals who purportedly have knowledge relevant to the Barbour 
and DeLay allegations and asked Mr. Raben if the Justice Department would provide the 
Committee with summaries of any interviews conducted with these individuals regarding the 
Barbour and DeLay allegations. He responded that the Justice Department’s policy is to provide 
the Committee with interview summaries relating to closed investigations, if request comes from 
the Committee. I then asked you if you would join me in requesting that the Department of 
Justice provide the Committee with these interview summaries. 

You proposed the following: “[WJhy don’t we issue a subpoena ... for the 302s that you 
have requested and in that subpoena we will request or we will issue a subpoena that includes the 
documents that we have requested and the 302s that we have requested. That way, everything 
will be in one subpoena. That way, you’ll get what you want, and we’ll get what we want Do 
you have any objection to that?” 

I responded: ‘T think we have the makings of an agreement I just want to clarify that 
what we want in the subpoena are the names that 1 read with regard to the Haley Barbour 
allegations and the Cloeren allegations, all of those, and you have the list we’ve given you, of 
those cases. ... If you want to add to that subpoena other documents, 1 have no problem with 
that” 
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You replied: “Well, what we want to do is make sure dial all documents that we have 
previously subpoenaed, all 302s that we've requested and subpoenaed in addition to what you’ve 
requested here today, all be given to us in a timely fashion.” You said that you “don’t want the 
302s for Republicans given to the Democrat minority before we get the documents that we've 
requested subpoenaed in the past Simultaneously, that’s fine. But we don’t want this favoritism 
shown one way or the other.” 

I agreed to that. 

You elaborated: “How about in die subpoena it be specified that all the documents be 
given jointly to both the majority and minority staff simultaneously?” 

I agreed to that. 

At this point, you stated that there was not a need for a motion on this matter and agreed 
to submit the list ofnames I had proposed for the subpoena into the record. You then stated: 
’The subpoena in detail will be issued and we will consult with both the majority and minority 
counsels 4o make sure that correspondence going along with the subpoena is detailed thoroughly 
so there’s no misunderstanding about that” 

Your made this promise not just to me but to virtually all of the Democrats on the 
Committee, who were present and prepared to debate and vote if no agreement was readied, hi 
fact, the vast majority of all Committee members were present when your commitment was 
made, as were television and internet cameras that were broadcasting to the public across the 
nation. The only objection noted for die record was by Mr. Bair. 

Mr. Ose subsequently asked whether the understanding with respect to Department of 
J ustice production to the Committee was “we would not receive anything until we received 
everything?” You stated: “It was my understanding that there might be a rolling production of 
these things, but the minority and majority together would make sure that they woe given in a 
timely fashion and in a fair and equitable way.” 

A copy of the relevant portion of the transcript from the May 3 hearing is attached as 
exhibit A. 

n. The Mav 11 Letter 

hi your May 11 letter, vou now savthat vou will not issue a subpoena for 302s relating to 
allegations involving Mr. DeLay. You further say that with respect to 302s regarding allegations 
concerning Mr. Barbour, you will not issue a subpoena until “die Attorney General has complied 
with all currently outstanding subpoenas from the Committee.” 
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You offer several justifications for your decision to change your commitment None of 
these withstands scrutiny. 

a. ndaaJMirii Rewrite 

You state that you have concluded that my request for interview summaries relating to 
Mr. DeLay was not proper because at the time I was maVing the request, I “failed to disclose” 
that the Democratic Congressional Campaign Committee was filing a lawsuit against Mr. DeLay. 
You allege that the timing of this lawsuit and my request for interview summaries “suggests very 
strongly that your motion was part of a larger, coordinated effort driven by the DCCC to pursue 
politically motivated attacks against the Majority Whip.” 

Your contention is simply untrue. As I stated above, neither I nor anyone on my staff 
involved with the request for 302s had knowledge of the DCCC lawsuit until after the May 3 
hearing. 

The allegations involving Mr. DeLay first arose on August 5, 1998. On that date, The 
Hill reported that Republican donor Peter Cloeren had filed a complaint with the Federal Election 
Commission charging that, in 1996, Mr. Delay and then-Republican congressional candidate 
Brian Babin had participated in a scheme to funnel conduit contributions to Mr. Babin’s 
campaign. Mr. Babin was then running against Jim Turner, who ultimately won the election. 

Since then, 1 and other Democrats on the Committee have repeated urged you to 
investigate these allegations. For example: 

• On August 6, 1998, every Democrat on the Committee except Mr. Turner wrote to you 
urging that the Committee schedule a hearing on these allegations when it returned from 
August recess. 

• On October 8, 1998, at a Committee hearing, I released an affidavit my staff had obtained 
from Mr. Cloeren and reiterated my interest in having the Committee investigate his 
serious charges. 

• On November 8, 1999, 1 wrote to you to request a vote on immunity for several witnesses 
relevant to foe allegations involving Mr. DeLay. 

• On November 10, 1999, at a Committee business meeting, I renewed my request that you 
investigate the allegations involving Mr. DeLay. 

In addition, I wrote to the Justice Department on December 9, 1999, requesting that foe 
Committee have access to the 302s relating to foe allegations involving Mr. DeLay, and I notified 
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you of this request. 

Despite these repeated requests, you have repeatedly refused to investigate any allegations 
involving Mr. DeLay. In fact, to this date, you have not even responded to the August 6, 1998, 
letter that all the Democratic members of the Committee except Mr. Turner sent you. 

Against this backdrop, my reason for raising the DeLay allegations at the May 3 hearing 
should be obvious. The hearing provided my first opportunity to bring the issue before the 
Committee for a vote. Under the House rules and the Committee rules you adopted, a member 
may not make a subpoena request at a hearing unless the subpoena request is relevant to the 
subject matter of the hearing. At the May 3 hearing, the Department of Justice witness was 
called before the Committee specifically to discuss the production of interview summaries by the 
Department to the Committee, among other matters. The issue of obtaining additional 302s from 
the Department was therefore directly relevant to the matters before the Committee at the May 3 
hearing. 

In short, I raised the DeLay issue at the May 3 hearing because I and other Democrats had 
been repeatedly thwarted inour attempts to persuade you to investigate these serious allegations 
— not because I was “coordinating” with a DCCC effort that neither you nor I knew anything 
about 


B. The Barbour-Related Records 

In your letter, you claim that you are prepared to issue a subpoena for the records relating 
to Haley Barbour. With respect to interview summaries concerning Mr. Barbour, you state: *1 
am prepared to issue a subpoena for those 302s as soon as the Attorney General has complied 
with all currently outstanding subpoenas from the Committee.” 

In fret, as you well know, your new approach will result in no subpoena ever being 
issued. Your numerous requests to the Department of Justice include requests relating to open 
investigations. While the Department of Justice has produced many documents to the Committee 
and has stated that it will continue to produce documents in response to the Committee’s pending 
requests, the Committee will not receive all of the documents relevant to the outstanding 
subpoenas until the investigations to which they pertain are closed. 

The distinction between records relating to open versus closed investigations was made 
clear at the May 3 hearing. Mr. Raben reiterated the Department of Justice's position that “Our 
policy for the provision of 302s has been that foe 302 should be a summary of a closed case.” 
Similarly, I stated, “for foe 302s on cases that are closed, the Repubicans ought to get what 
they’ve requested and we ought to get what we’ve requested.” 



2172 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
May 12, 2000 
Page 6 * 

Your letter blatantly mischaracterizes your May 3 commitment Your letter states, “I 
agreed to issue a subpoena for the documents you requested, as long as other Justice Department 
materials already under subpoena by the Committee are first provided.” In fact, this is not what 
you agreed. To the contrary, as the discussion in part I makes abundantly clear, you agreed to 
pursue both your subpoena requests and my subpoena requests “simultaneously.” 

C. LUSK P f Notice 

You also inaccurately state that I made the request for the subpoena “with no advance 
notice to the Majority.” 

Under the House and Committee rules, there is no requirement that I provide any notice 
before making a motion for issuance of a subpoena under House rule 1 1 clause 2(kX6). Despite 
the feet that I was not required to provide any notice, my staff in feet notified your staff of my 
intention to seek a subpoena at the end of fee first panel of witnesses. This notice was provided 
before the Committee recessed for House votes that lasted approximately 45 minutes, before Mr. 
Raben gave his opening statement, and before your staff commenced staff questioning of Mr. 
Raben, which consumed another 30 minutes. At fee time my staff provided this advance notice, 
my staff advised your staff of my staff’s conversations with the House Parliamentarians about fee 
motion and suggested that your staff contact the Parliamentarians independently to confirm the 
appropriateness of the motion. When your staff sought information about the individuals whose 
302s I was seeking, this information was also provided to your staff. 

In other words, this was not at all a situation like fee one that occurred during fee 
Committee’s April 6 hearing on vaccines, where you called a witness out of the audience with no 
notice to the minority, despite a Committee rule requiring three days of notice to the minority 
regarding witnesses. 

D. ggilfca pgM p 

Your letter suggests that my request to subpoena additional interview summaries from fee 
Justice Department sought to use the Committee for partisan purposes. In feet, my request 
reflected exactly the opposite intent 

This Committee has conducted the most partisan investigation in history. When the 
Committee has examined conduit contributions, you have focused exclusively on Democratic 
contributions. When the Committee has looked at foreign money, you have focused exclusively 
on Democratic contributions. When the Committee has examined Justice Department efforts to 
investigate campaign finance abuses, you have focused exclusively on investigations of 
Democratic allegations. 
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The statistics bear this out For example, over 99% of the 914 subpoenas you have 
unilaterally issued in this investigation targeted Democrats. Of the 161 depositions taken by the 
Committee for this investigation, 1 59 targeted Democrats. That’s why your investigation has 
been called “a sorry partisan spectacle,” 1 “a House investigation travesty,” 2 “a joke,” 3 “useless 
and unprofessional,” 4 * “a permanent vendetta,” 9 “out of control,” 6 “inept,” 7 “embarrassing” and 
“debasing,” 8 and “a partisan witch hunt” 9 by independent editorial boards across the country. 

What I was trying to do with my request was to bring some balance to the investigation. 
Your requests for 302s to the Justice Department involve hundreds of interview summaries 
relating to allegations of potential Democratic abuses. Yet the Department’s campaign finance 
investigation has been investigating Republicans as well as Democrats. Before agreeing to my 
request on May 3, you were not conducting oversight of the Justice Department in a credible or 
nonpartisan manner. I viewed your May 3 commitment as the first significant act in your four- 
year investigation that was evenhanded and bipartisan. 

Your May 1 1 letter demonstrates that you remain intent on conducting a relentlessly 
biased and partisan investigation - even at the cost of your personal integrity. 

11L Conclusion 

You had several options in determining how to proceed. 

First, you could — and should — have honored your commitment and issued the 


l Reno Roast Embarrasses Nobody But Congress: Grilling Of Attorney General Is A Sorry 
Partisan Spectacle, Los Angeles Times (Dec. 10, 1997). 

2 A House Investigation Travesty , New York Times (Apr. 12, 1997). 

3 A Ir. Burton Should Step Aside, Washington Post (March 20, 1997). 

4 A Disintegrating House Inquiry , New York Times (July 12, 1997). 

s Burton 's Vendetta , Boston Globe (May 5, 1998). 

6 Dan Burton Is A Loose Cannon , Hartford Courant (May 5, 1998). 

1 Clinton s Foes Bungle Again, Atlanta Constitution (May 5, 1998). 

8 Grve Dan Burton the Gate , Chicago Tribune (May 6, 1998). 

9 Tale of the Tapes, Pittsburgh Post-Gazette (May 8, 1998). 
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appropriate subpoena. 

Second, if you were suspicious of whether there was a connection between the DCCC 
lawsuit and my request for 302s, you could have asked me personally whether 1 had been aware 
of the lawsuit when 1 made the request or was coordinating with the DCCC on this matter. 

Indeed, on May 4, the day after the May 3 hearing where we reached agreement on a subpoena to 
Mr. DeLay, you and I sat next to each other for much of the day at a full Committee hearing. The 
news of the lawsuit was in the morning papers that day. You could have asked me about this at 
numerous points during the hearing. 

Another alternative would have been for you to ask your staff to contact my staff to 
investigate and discuss your concerns relating to issuing the subpoena. Your staff never talked to 
my staff about the subpoena after the May 3 hearing. In fact, between the time of our May 3 
agreement on the subpoena and your May 1 1 letter, my staff tried to reach your staff four separate 
times, leaving messages each time explaining our interest in discussing the status of the 
subpoena. Your staff did not respond to any of these messages. 

Alternatively, if you were intent on breaking your commitment regardless of the facts, 
you could have at least done so in a forthright manner, acknowledging that you had made an 
agreement you would no longer honor. 

Instead, you chose the worst option possible. Without bothering to consult with me, your 
May 1 1 letter reneges on your commitment on the basis of untrue allegations that you did not 
investigate. 

I intend to consult with my Democratic colleagues regarding how to proceed. 


Sincerely, 



Ranking Member 


Enclosure 


cc; Members of the Committee on Government Reform 
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE CRM 
SUNDAY, MAY 3, 1998 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES LA BELLA 


"It would ordinarily be inappropriate for me to talk about 
internal Department of Justice deliberations, but because my 
recent statements have been misconstrued in the press I feel 
obligated to do so. 


"Last year, when the Attorney General was considering 
whether to seek the appointment of an independent counsel, I 
recommended to her that she do so with respect to the telephone 
solicitations made by the President and the Vice President. I 
had a full opportunity to present my views to the Attorney 
General, as did others, and we discussed the issues thoroughly. 
At the end of the process, I was completely comfortable with her 
decision not to seek an independent counsel and with the process 
by which she reached that decision. I have never told anyone 
anything different. 


■Since that time I have not recommended that she seek 
appointment of an independent counsel. The Attorney General 
regularly asks me whether I believe the evidence warrants that 
step and I always give her my candid advice, which has not 
Included a recommendation that she seek an independent counsel. 


■I do not intend to leave as head of the Task Force until my 
replacement has been chosen and an orderly transition can occur. 

The report which I am planning to write is an effort, in 
connection with the transition, to pull together all of the many 
strands of the investigation for the Attorney General and for my 
replacement. Of course, as always, if I conclude that the 
evidence and the law warrant appointment of an independent 
counsel, I will so recommend, as the Attorney General has always 
encouraged me to do. 


"The Attorney General and the Deputy Attorney General have 
fully supported the Task Force, and I have every confidence in 
the way they are handling the matter. They are committed to a 
vigorous investigation and prosecution of all campaign finance 
matters and have told me to pursue the evidence wherever it 
leads. That is what I have done and what I expect the Task Force 
to continue to do.” 


1 of 2 


1 1/2/DO 10:42 AM 
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WEDNESDAY, JUNE 21, 2000 
(202) 616-2777 


ENIf.U8DOJ.GOV 


TDD (202) 514-1888 


I TO PLEAD GUILTY 


WASHINGTON, D.C. — Pauline Kanchanalak, a Thai national, and Duangnet 
Kronenberg today agreed to plead guilty to campaign financing- related 
offeneee and to cooperate in the Justice Department's ongoing 
investigation, the campaign Financing Task Force announced. Kanchanalak 
and Kronenberg will enter their guilty pleas before the U.S. District 
Judge Paul L. Friedman in Washington D.C. at 2:00 p.m. on Friday, JUne 23, 
2000. The two are among 25 people Charged by the Campaign Financing Task 
Force, which was established four years ago by Attorney Janet Reno to 
investigate allegations of campaign financing abuses in the 1996 election 
cycle. 

Zn a plea agreement, filed today in U.S. District Court in Washington, 

D.C. , K a nch a na lak agreed to plead guilty to a 2-count criminal Superseding 
Information, which also was filed with the court today. Count One of the 
Information charges Kanchanalak with participating in a conspiracy to 
cause false statements to be made to the Federal election Commission from 
1992-1996. According to the Information, she conspired to use foreign 
funds to make prohibited federal and non- federal political contributions 
to the Democratic national Committee and other campaign committees. She 
further conspired to have those committees report the illegal 
contributions to the FBC without the true source of the illegal 
contributions being detected by the FBC. 

According to the plea documents, Kanchanalak caused more than $690,000 in 
foreign money to be contributed to the CMC and other political committees 
between 1992 and 1996. All of the illegal contributions were made an 
checks drawn on the accounts of Duangnet Krunenberg and Praitun 
Kanchanalak, who ia Duangnet Kronenberg 's mother and Pauline Kanchanalak ' 8 
mother-in-law. A portion of the funds that were used to make the illegal 
contributions were provided to Kronenberg and Praitun Kanchanalak by Ban 
Chang International (USA) , Inc. (BCI) , a Cayman Islands corporation of 
which Pauline Kanchanalak was President . Duangnet Kronenberg also was an 
officer of BCI. 

According to the Superseding Information, Kanchanalak engaged in the 
conspiracy in order to gain favor with the SMC, and thereby to gain 
attendance to fundraising and political events with President Clinton, 
members of his A d mini stration, and prominent members of the business 
cotmnunity. Kanchanalak and her coconspirators believed this would help 
develop business and networking opportunities for Kanchanalak and BCl's 
clients. More than $457,000 of the illegal contributions caused by Pauline 
Kanchanalak were provided to the DHC and five state Democratic party ' 
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committees in connection with a "coffee" held at the White House on June 
18, 1996. The coffee was attended by, among others t President Clinton, 
Pauline Kanchanalak, John Huang, and two executives of Charoen Pokphand 
Group (also known as the CP Group) , a Thai corporation. 

Count Two of the Superseding Information charges Pauline Kanchanalak with 
causing BCI to make an illegal $20,000 corporate contribution to the DNC’s 
federal account in May 1994, in criminal violation of the Federal election 
Campaign Act ( “FBCA") . 

Kanchanalak faces maximum penalties of six years of imprisonment and a 
fine of $350,000. 

Duangnet Kronenberg has agreed to plead guilty to a one-count criminal 
Superseding Information charging her with causing BCI to make an illegal 
$10,000 corporate contribution to the DNC's federal account in February 
1996, in criminal violation of the FBCA. Kronenberg faces a maximum 
penalty of one year of imprisonment and a fine of $100,000. 

In July 1998, Kanchanalak and Kronenberg were indicted on charges 
connected to the conduct to which they have now agreed to plead guilty. In 
December 1998 and February 1999, Judge Priedman dismissed various counts 
in the pending indictment against the two, but the Task Force appealed 
Judge Friedman's decisions, and obtained a reversal of those rulings in 
the D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals. All of the dismissed counts were 
reinstated by the D.C. Circuit, which held, among other things, that, - 
under current law, foreign nationals may not contribute either federal 
("hard") or non- federal ("soft") money to campaign committees in the 
united States. 

After the appellate decision was rendered, the court ultimately 
rescheduled the trial for November 13, 2000. In exchange for their guilty 
pleas, the Task Force has agreed to dismiss the pending indictment at the 
time of Kanchanalak 1 s and Kronenberg' s sentencings. 

In addition to Pauline Kanchanalak and Duangnet Kronenberg, the Task Force 
has prosecuted 23 other individuals. 

On June 6, 2000, Audrey Yu, an employee of David Chang, pled guilty in 
u.s. District Court in Newark, N.J., to conspiring to obstruct justice by 
providing a false document to a federal district court during the grand 
jury's investigation into campaign financing violations in New Jersey. 

On June 2, 2000, David Chang pled guilty to chargee that as a principal of 
Nikko Enterprises, Bright & Bright Corporation, Panacoo Inc., and Hudson 
Terrace Realty Management Corporation, he conspired to funnel illegal . 
canpaign contributions to Senator Robert Torricelli's 1996 campaign. Chang 
also pled guilty to four substantive violations of the FBCA for his role 
in funnel ing illegal campaign contributions in others names. Chang further 
pled guilty to corruptly atteopting to persuade a potential grand jury 
witness to give false statements related to a financial transaction which 
was material to the grand jury investigation. Chang's sentencing date baa 
been set for September 7, 2000 . 

On JUne 1, 2000, Cha-Kuek Koo, a Korean national residing in New Jersey, 
pled guilty to violating federal election law by making illegal 
contributions to Sanator Torricelli’s campaign. Koo admitted to assisting 
David Chang in making conduit contributions using Koo 1 s employees at LG 
Group, Executive Office of the Americas. Koo's sentencing has also been 
set for September 7, 2000. 

On April 5, 2000, a federal grand jury indicted two Buddhist nuns, 
Venerables Yi Cbu and Man Ho, with contempt of court for failing to appear 
as witnesses in the government's criminal trial against Maria Hsla. Yi Chu 
and Man Ho remain fugitives. 


2 of 4 


11 / 1 / 003:51 



2180 


#350; 06-21*00 THAI BUSINESSWOMEN AGREE. .AD GUILTY TO CAMPAIGN FINANCING CHARGB^/im ndq.^ 


On March 2, 2000, Maria Hsia was convicted in federal district court in 
Washington, D.C., on charges of causing false statements to be submitted 
to the FBC. The trial had been postponed pending an appeal of a ruling by 
the U.S. District Court in Washington, D.C., which had dismissed some of 
the false statement counts. In May 1999, the U.S. Court of Appeals in 
Washington, D.C. overturned the ruling and reinstated those counts. The 
task force dismissed a second indictment on tax charges after a jury in 
Los Angeles failed to reach a verdict. Hsia awaits sentencing in 
Septenber. 

On December 17, 1999, Yogesh Gandhi was sentenced to one year in prison 
for mail fraud, tax evasion, and violating federal election laws by aiding 
and abetting the making of a political campaign contribution by a foreign 
national . 

On November l, 1999, Yah Lin "Charlie" Trie, a Little Rock, Arkansas 
businessman, was sentenced, after pleading guilty, to a two-count 
information filed in Little Rock, Arkansas, to three years probation, four 
months home detention, 200 hours of community service, and a $5,000 fine 
for violating federal campaign finance laws by making political 
contributions in someone else's name and by causing a false statement to 
be made the FBC. Antonio Pan was also indicted with Trie in the District 
of Columbia, but has not yet been prosecuted because he has remained 
outside the Uhl ted States. 

On Septenber 15, 1999, Lawrence Pezma, the former President of a 
now-defunct New Jersey securities firm, was charged with violating 
election laws by funnel ing illegal campaign contributions to the 1996 
federal election campaigns of President Clinton and Senator Torricelli. 
Pezma 's case was traxzsf erred by agreement to the Southern District of New 
York, where charges relating to his violation of united States' securities 
laws were pending. 

on August 16, 1999, a federal judge sentenced Robert S. Lee to three years 
of probation and 250 hours of community service for aiding and abetting 
the making of an illegal foreign campaign contribution to the Democratic 
National Committee. 

On August 12, 1999, former Lippo Executive John Huang pleaded guilty to a 
felony charge, filed in U.S. District Court in Los Azigeles, that he 
conspired with other employees of the Indoziesia-based Lippo Group to make 
campaign contributions and reimburse employees with corporate funds or 
with funds from Indonesia. He was sentenced to one year of probation, 500 
hours of community service, a $10,000 fine end directed by the judge to 
continue coopezrating with the investigation as a condition of his 
probation. 

In June 1999, Berek Don, former GOP party leader in Bergen County, NJ, 
pled guilty to another conduit contribution scheme to the Senator 
Torricelli Campaign. Don awaits sentencing. On December 1, 1999, Carmine 
Alampi, a Bergen County New Jersey attorney, pleaded guilty to the same 
scheme. He awaits sentencing. 

On March 23, 1999, Juan C. Ortiz, the Chief Financial Officer of Future 
Tech International, Inc., was sentenced to two years probation, $20,000 in 
fines, and 200 hours in community service for acting as a conduit for .an 
illegal campaign contribution and participating in the reimbursement of 
eight other conduit contributions. 

On December 14, 1998, Johnny Chung was sentenced to probation and 3,000 
hours of community service for bank fraud, tax evasion and two misdemeanor 
counts of conspiring to violate election law. 

On November 24, 1998, Howard Glicken, a fund-raiser for the Democratic 
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party, .was sentenced to 18 months probation, an $80,000 fine, and ordered 
to perform 500 hours of community service for violating campaign finance 
laws. 


On November 4, 1998, Franklin Baney was indicted on more than 40 counts, 
including among others, conspiring with another to defraud the United 
States by impairing and impeding the PIC and conspiring to violate 
specific provisions of federal election law. He was acquitted of all 
charges on June 30, 1999. 

On September 30, 1998, Democratic fund- raiser Mark B. Jimenez was indicted 
in Washington, D.c. on 17 counts of organizing, making and concealing 
illegal conduit contributions to a number of Democr a tic campaigns, 
including the Torricelli Campaign. In December 1998, Future Tech 
international, Jimenez's Miami based computer sales company, pleaded 
guilty to tax offenses resulting from its illegal deduction of a $100,000 
contribution to the DNC and employee campaign contributions reimbursed 
through the company's payroll. On April, 15, 1999, Jimenez, who is now in 
the Philippines, was indicted in Miami on additional charges of tax 
evasion and fraud. The task force is pursuing Jimenez's extradition from 
the Philippines. 

In 1997, the Task Force obtained guilty pleas from Democratic fund-raisers 
Nora and Gene Lum, and their daughter Trisha, and Michael Brown for 
illegal fund-raising activities after their cases were referred from 
Independent Counsel Daniel Pearson. In August 1998, Gene Lum pleaded 
guilty to filing a false 1994 tax return and falsely preparing Nora Lum's * 
1994 tax return. After cooperating with the government, he was sentenced 
in June 1999, to two years in prison. Nora Lum was sentenced to 5 months 
in a halfway house, 5 months in haste detention, and ordered to pay a 
$30,000 fine, a sentence which Gene Lum also served separate and apart 
from the sentence he received for his tax -related conviction. Trisha Lum 
and Michael Brown each received probation, a $5,000 fine, costs of more 
than $7,000, and were ordered to perform 150 hours of community service. 
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